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Abstract
Self-Efficacy of General and Special Education Teachers Regarding Inclusion. Karen P.
Sims, 2018: Applied Dissertation, Nova Southeastern University, Abraham S. Fischler
College of Education. Keywords: disabilities, inclusion, intervention, self-efficacy,
special education
This sequential mixed methods study was designed to compare the perceptions, attitudes,
and self-efficacy of elementary and middle school general and special education teachers
and administrators regarding inclusion. The study identified specific areas of needed
support and training to improve these factors. The study took place at a kindergarten
through 8 research site in the southeastern portion of the United States. The problem
addressed was that school administrators are uncertain about the perceptions of general
and special education teachers’ self-efficacy regarding effective instructional inclusion of
students with special needs in the general education classroom.
Using quantitative survey inquiry and qualitative interview protocols, the study examined
the perceptions of general, special education teachers, and administrators to compare
responses to the research questions. Research questions inquired into the perceptions of
inclusion effectiveness and what training could be provided to assist with the challenges
of inclusion within the general classroom.
The results of the study revealed that special education teachers scored slightly higher
than general education teachers in self-efficacy within inclusive settings. Teachers with
preservice or graduate training for inclusion also scored higher for self-efficacy.
Administrators scored the self-efficacy practices of teachers higher than teacher
perceptions of their abilities. All groups believed that teaching inclusion within the
general education classroom can be improved through ongoing professional development
training.
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Chapter 1: Introduction
This chapter introduces the sequential mixed methods study, the problem
researched, the background and justification for the study, and information concerning
the research site. The audience the study was designed to benefit is described, while
definitions are provided for terms relevant to this study. The chapter concludes with an
explanation for this research study.
Statement of the Problem
The problem this sequential mixed methods study was designed to address was
that school administrators were uncertain about the perceptions of general and special
education teachers’ self-efficacy regarding effective instructional inclusion of students
with special needs within the general education classroom. Because of the problem not
being addressed previously, specific areas of needed support and training were uncertain.
This problem was also noted in a review of the literature demonstrating that few studies
exist regarding teachers’ perceptions and attitudes about inclusion (Flores, 2012; Logan
& Wimer, 2013; Monsen, Ewing, & Kwoka, 2014).
Regardless of the limited information, school administrators were required to
provide the necessary support to ensure that inclusive practices effectively meet the
academic, behavioral, emotional, and social needs of students with disabilities as well as
nondisabled peers (Dayton, 2012). This responsibility of school administrators was
critical in the elementary and middle school research site. Based on personal interaction
with general education teachers, none have acquired formal training to assist in
effectively meeting the various needs of students with disabilities.
Phenomenon of interest. Historically, instruction for students in general
education and special education was provided in two separate classroom settings (Kluth,
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2013). A series of consecutive federal laws, however, established the legal requirement to
provide instruction for students with disabilities in the least restrictive environment.
These laws include (a) the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (U.S. Congress,
1965), (b) Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (Library of Congress, 1973), (c)
the Education for All Handicapped Children Act of 1975 (U.S. Department of Education,
Special Education and Rehabilitative Services, 2010), (d) the Regular Education Initiative
of 1986 (Whitworth, 1994), (e) the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (Library of
Congress, 2002), and (f) the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act of 2004 (IDEA
Partnership, 2006; U.S. Congress, 2004).
When identifying the least restrictive environment for students with disabilities,
the first consideration was the general classroom setting. Efforts to retain special
education students in the general classroom setting, however, can be both strenuous and
time consuming (Kluth, 2013; Mitchell, 2014; Monsen et al., 2014). If placement in the
general education classroom was unsuccessful over time, which was sometimes several
months in duration, students were transferred to self-contained classrooms (Kluth, 2013;
Mitchell, 2014; Shady, Luther, & Richman, 2013).
Since the passage of the collective educational laws, such as No Child Left
Behind Act of 2001 (Library of Congress, 2002), the percentage of students with
disabilities who have been integrated into the general education classroom, which is the
least restrictive environment, has steadily increased (Ko & Boswell, 2013; Lucas &
Frazier, 2014; Vaughn & Bos, 2011). Consequently, general education teachers are under
pressure to ensure that all students within the classrooms, regardless of disabilities,
achieve the same mandated academic standards (Ko & Boswell, 2013; Vaughn & Bos,
2011). The trend of students with multiple disabilities being taught within general
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education classrooms is expected to continue (Lucas & Frazier, 2014).
For general education teachers to meet this requirement, each must rely on the
assistance of special education teachers (Kluth, 2013). While providing inclusive
practices, special education teachers are often overwhelmed by administrative demands
and the increase of students with unique learning and behavioral needs (Lucas & Frazier,
2014; Monsen et al., 2014; Shady et al., 2013). Likewise, due to this increase, special
education teachers may find providing sufficient support to general education teachers in
a timely manner challenging (Shady et al., 2013).
Researchers have conveyed that the success of an inclusion program is influenced
directly by the quality of related teacher training for general education teachers salutary
to the development of effective perceptions and attitudes toward inclusion (Flores, 2012;
Siwatu, Frazier, Osaghae, & Starker, 2011). Lucas and Frazier, (2014), as well as Siwatu,
Frazier, Osaghae, and Starker (2011), further maintained that inclusion, other than very
limited training, is rarely a focus of preservice education, which creates the need for
training as a primary topic of professional development after teachers are employed in
teaching positions. The two primary factors determining the effectiveness of inclusion are
teachers’ perceptions and attitudes toward inclusion, as well as general education
teachers’ beliefs about teaching students with special needs (Ajuwon, Sarraj, GriffinShirley, Lechtenberger, & Zhou, 2015; Lucas & Frazier, 2014; Shady et al., 2013).
Because federal law requires that inclusion be used as the primary placement model for
students with special needs, perceptions and attitudes of general and special education
teachers regarding the effectiveness of inclusive practices are important variables in
continual school improvement (Flores, 2012).
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Background and Justification
Because schools are a busy place, teachers usually find it difficult to complete
even basic daily duties (Monsen et al., 2014). Inclusion is overwhelming to many
teachers who view the addition of students with disabilities as an increase in work load
(Flores, 2012; Monsen et al., 2014; Polirstok, 2015). For example, teachers regard the
academic, behavioral, and emotional needs of students with disabilities, as compared with
those of general education students, to be more challenging (McHatton & Parker, 2013).
Teachers also maintain that students with special needs may not measurably
benefit socially from an inclusive classroom (Rose et al., 2015) and thus question the
value of having students with behavioral or emotional disorders who are potentially
disruptive (Wiggins, 2012). Researchers have suggested that general education teachers
do not feel equipped for the additional responsibility of inclusion within the classroom.
Exposure, however, to students with special needs often increases the confidence level of
teachers (Ajuwon et al., 2015; Lucas & Frasier, 2014; Shady et al., 2013). Moreover,
teachers’ attitudes become more positive with increased knowledge and experiences
gleaned through having students with special needs in the classroom (Ajuwon et al.,
2015; Lucas & Frazier, 2014; Shady et al., 2013).
A review of the literature indicated that numerous researchers have concentrated
on teachers’ perceptions and attitudes regarding inclusion rather than the effectiveness of
inclusive classrooms (Ajuwon et al., 2015; Flores, 2012; Ko & Boswell, 2013; Logan &
Wimer, 2013). The logical reason for such emphasis is that teachers’ perceptions and
attitudes are integral for inclusion to be effective. Inclusion is also paramount in ensuring
that students with disabilities have access to the same quality of education as grade-level
peers without disabilities.
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To that end, teachers’ perceptions and attitudes regarding inclusion must be
explored and understood (Ajuwon et al., 2015; Flores, 2012; Lucas & Frazier, 2014;
Wiggins, 2012). Inclusion can be improved through ongoing research to ensure success
for both general education and special education students, as well as for general
education teachers (Ajuwon et al., 2015; Lucas & Frazier, 2014). Underscoring the need
for this study was that teachers within the elementary and middle school research site
have often expressed the desire to develop the skills to ensure that inclusion is a mutually
beneficial experience.
According to Lund and Seekins (2014), inclusion can result in positive outcomes
for special education students and nondisabled peers as well. In an inclusive classroom,
for example, students could become more knowledgeable about others’ similarities and
differences while learning to socialize within the same classroom (Lund & Seekins, 2014;
Shogren et al., 2015). Ajuwon et al. (2015) and Polirstok (2015) similarly held that
inclusion is effective in assisting special education students with developing social skills
and improving learning. Researchers further believed that benefits will increase the selfesteem of students with disabilities and motivate these students to greater academic
success (Ajuwon et al., 2015). Teachers’ perceptions and attitudes involving inclusion are
critical, as the numerous benefits that might be derived from inclusion are only possible
when teachers hold positive perceptions and attitudes toward related practices (Ajuwon et
al., 2015; Flores, 2012; Ko & Boswell, 2013; Logan & Wimer, 2013; Lucas & Frazier,
2014).
Deficiencies in the evidence. The quality of instruction is central to improving
the academic achievement of all students and is of paramount importance within
inclusive classrooms (Lucas & Frazier, 2014; Pitre, 2014; Shady et al., 2013). Teachers’
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perceptions and attitudes, however, strongly affect the quality of instruction and the
achievement of all students within inclusive classrooms (Vaughn & Bos, 2011). Both
Logan and Wimer (2013), and Monsen et al. (2014), conveyed that the underlying factors
affecting the perceptions and attitudes of general education teachers, when required to
provide inclusive classrooms, are an understudied area. A dearth of studies also exists
involving the barriers that challenge general and special education teachers during
collaboration in the provision of effective inclusive classrooms (Kluth, 2013; Logan &
Wimer, 2013; Monsen et al., 2014; Polirstok, 2015). Vaughn, Bos, and Schumm (2013)
further maintained that the perceptions and attitudes of teachers within each school are
unique; this belief further establishes the need to conduct this study within the elementary
and middle school study site.
Audience. Special education students and nondisabled peers, as well as school
leaders, are expected to benefit from findings derived from this study. The study site was
an urban, Title I elementary and middle school in the southeastern area of the United
States; grade levels include kindergarten through Grade 8. At the time of this study, 42
teachers provide instruction within general education classrooms. Four additional
teachers are responsible for the educational services provided to special education
students and are, thus, placed in resource rooms or self-contained classrooms. The
researcher was one of the four special education teachers.
The student population includes 570 students, 55 of whom have been diagnosed
with learning, behavioral, or emotional disabilities. Student ethnicities are as follows: (a)
African Americans (99%), (b) Caucasians (0.7%), and (c) Hispanics (0.3%). Student
exceptionalities include (a) autism; (b) emotional, intellectual, and learning disabilities;
and (c) other health impairments. The administrative staff members include one principal
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and one assistant principal, both are African Americans.
Definition of Terms
Collaboration. As used in this study, collaboration involves general and special
education teachers willingly cooperating and working jointly to share goals, solve
problems, and design approaches to improve classroom management and student
achievement (Strieker, Gillis, & Zong, 2013).
Diverse learners. One factor that may be used to independently identify students
that may have learning disabilities, described as mildly learning disabled, under the
legislation of Individuals with Disabilities Education Act of 2004 (IDEA Partnership,
2006; U.S. Congress, 2004).
General education classroom. A classroom where students considered typically
developed receive state standard instructional education is known as a general education
classroom (Lucas & Frazier, 2014).
Inclusion. Vaughn et al. (2013) defined inclusion as the practice of including
students with disabilities in general education classrooms to the extent possible.
According to Monsen et al. (2014), that definition can be expanded to include a paradigm
shift necessary in policy, practices, values, and attitudes of administrators, teachers, and
even students.
Individual education plan. This document is required for each student with
disabilities enrolled in special education. The plan identifies the academic, behavioral,
and social standards to be achieved by each student, as well as the qualifying classroom
setting to achieve the least restrictive environment (Soukakou, Winton, West, Sideris, &
Rucker, 2014).
Least restrictive environment. Mandated through a series of federal laws, this
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educational setting requires the placement of special education students in general
education classrooms whenever possible (Dayton, 2012).
Modelling. A strategy used to instruct students by which a teacher demonstrates a
new concept. This is especially important in an inclusive teaching environment (Shady et
al., 2013).
Resource room. This federally mandated educational setting is designed to
supplement instruction provided in general education classrooms for students with
disabilities (Dayton, 2012).
Self-contained classroom. Required through federal law, this most restrictive
classroom placement is reserved for special education students unable to succeed in an
inclusive classroom (Dayton, 2012).
Self-efficacy. As used in this study, self-efficacy pertains to the perceptions and
attitudes of general education teachers involving the ability to provide an effective
inclusive classroom environment. This application is based on Bandura’s (1986, 1997,
2006) definition pertaining to personal beliefs concerning the ability to perform tasks at
identified levels.
Title I school. A Title I facility, which receives supplemental federal funds for
providing academic and behavioral interventions, with at least 50% of the students
qualifying for free or reduced-price meals (Dayton, 2012).
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to compare the perceived self-efficacy of
elementary and middle school general and special education teachers, as well as
administrators, to identify specific areas of needed support and training. This collective
purpose was achieved by collecting and analyzing responses to surveys and interview
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protocols. Results of the study were useful in (a) identifying goals and objectives for
teacher training, (b) supporting leadership efforts of school administrators, and (c)
increasing the current literature base involving inclusion. Of primary importance was that
findings had practical implications involving the self-efficacy of teachers in instructional
practices for students with disabilities who qualified for special education services and
were placed in general education classrooms for much of the school day.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review
At the onset of this chapter, the theoretical perspective of this study is presented.
Following the theoretical perspective is a brief overview of the literature involving (a)
primary factors affecting the implementation of inclusive education, (b) findings of
applied research studies regarding preservice teachers, (c) findings of applied research
studies regarding licensed teachers, and (d) strategies and training for teachers. Following
a summary, the research questions that guided this study were included at the conclusion
of this chapter.
Theoretical Perspective
Social cognition (Bandura, 1986, 1997, 2006) was used as the theoretical
perspective of this study for its emphasis on the influence of perceptions and attitudes on
performance. More specific to this study are the tenets of social cognition as applied to
the performance of general education teachers involving inclusion (Crowson & Brandes,
2014; Hartmann, 2012). Bandura (1986, 1997, 2006) initially developed the theory in the
early 1960s. A basis of social cognition is the belief that environmental influences, many
of which affect self-efficacy, are central to developing the skills, perceptions, and
attitudes that directly affect performance.
Bandura (1986, 1997, 2006) underscored the role of self-efficacy by emphasizing
that individuals with high levels of self-efficacy approach new tasks with the confidence
of achieving mastery. Self-efficacy emphasizes the pivotal relationship between learning
and performance (Bandura, 1986, 1997, 2006; Basen-Engquist et al., 2013; Dewar et al.,
2013). Zundans-Fraser and Lancaster (2012) applied social cognition to teaching
performance by underscoring the role of self-efficacy in the development of effective
instructional practices. Crowson and Brandes (2014), as well as Hartmann (2012),
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applied tenets of social cognition to instructional improvements involving students with
disabilities. McHatton and Parker (2013) additionally maintained that teacher selfefficacy affects perceptions and attitudes toward the inclusion of students with
disabilities. Self-efficacy is also influential in teachers’ willingness to establish and
maintain inclusive practices on behalf of culturally and ethnically diverse students who
also may have been diagnosed with various disabilities (Siwatu et al., 2011).
Through continued learning, involving professional collaboration, teachers
experience opportunities for increasing self-efficacy and improving instructional
practices (Vaughn & Bos, 2011; Zundans-Fraser & Lancaster, 2012). Central to
continuous school improvement is ongoing professional development, a related approach
to increasing self-efficacy (Kluth, 2013; Zundans-Fraser & Lancaster, 2012). Although
self-efficacy is influential in the improvement of practices, an emphasis on improving
self-efficacy is seldom noted in the professional literature (Siwatu et al., 2011). One way
to improve teachers’ self-efficacy involving inclusive practices is to prepare teachers for
the related challenges. This focus is, however, seldom found in preservice education
(Siwatu et al., 2011). Recognizing the pivotal role of self-efficacy on performance, social
cognition only served as the theoretical framework but also influenced data collection
instruments. Self-efficacy was one primary factor that affected the enactment of inclusive
education.
Primary Factors Affecting the Implementation of Inclusive Education
Educational practices for students with disabilities have changed notably with the
passage of related federal laws (Vaughn & Bos, 2011). Previously, a significant number
of students with disabilities did not receive education in public schools (Logan & Wimer,
2013). Those educated within the general classroom setting were often limited in
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educational experiences and accomplishments, as disabilities were undocumented and
thus unaddressed (Logan & Wimer, 2013). According to Vaughn and Bos (2011),
inclusive education enables all students with or without disabilities to learn collectively in
public schools. This is only the case, however, when suitable networks of support exist
and when teachers have the self-efficacy and skills to initiate and maintain those
networks. Teachers who are part of inclusive education can be taught these skills through
adequate training.
In an applied research study implemented by Flores (2012), findings indicated
that a significant factor for successful inclusion of students with disabilities within
general education classrooms is the adequate training of general education teachers
(Flores, 2012). Findings further indicated that the quality of related training is a key
factor influencing the self-efficacy of general education teachers toward inclusive
practices (Flores, 2012). As also noted in the literature, positive perceptions and attitudes
of general and special education teachers involving inclusion are paramount in the
development of high self-efficacy and in the success of inclusion (McHatton & Parker,
2013; Vaughn & Bos, 2011; Zundans-Fraser & Lancaster, 2012).
Perceptions and attitudes of general education teachers. The fundamental
opinion regarding students with disabilities is that the best environment for education is
within the inclusive setting (Cameron & Cook, 2013). Teachers within inclusive
classrooms must decide what aspects within the curriculum are appropriate for students
with disabilities. Determining when and how to provide the instruction is also important
to student success (Ajuwon et al., 2015; Cameron & Cook, 2013). Teachers must
determine in what manner to promote learning and how to accomplish the specific goals
and needs of individual students (Ajuwon et al., 2015; Logan & Wimer, 2013). Many
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general education teachers lack the self-efficacy to accomplish these tasks. Improved
perceptions and attitudes are achieved when teachers are provided the necessary skills
through professional development (Ajuwon et al., 2015; Cameron & Cook, 2013; Logan
& Wimer, 2013).
Logan and Wimer (2013) conducted a qualitative study to determine attitudes
teachers have regarding inclusion. Participants included 203 teachers who taught at
various grade levels. Teachers were prompted by researchers to complete a survey. The
first section of the survey consisted of demographics (Logan & Wimer, 2013). Section
two of the survey contained questions examining beliefs about inclusion, the allotment of
time to successfully teach in the inclusive setting, benefits of inclusion, preparation for
teaching, and sufficient materials for inclusion in the classroom (Logan & Wimer, 2013).
The last section of the survey allowed teachers to provide any comments or
concerns regarding inclusion. Responses indicated that teachers were not prepared to
teach or implement modifications for students with disabilities (Logan & Wimer, 2013).
Teachers were not confident about training received before licensure and were not
prepared to teach special-needs students. Moreover, stress, knowledge, and beliefs were
indicated as being in direct relation to the attitudes of teachers in inclusive classrooms
(Logan & Wimer, 2013). Teachers’ comments indicated the belief that other students
within the classroom are neglected because of the amount of time needed to aid students
with disabilities (Logan & Wimer, 2013). After analyzing data provided by teachers,
researchers recognized that teachers who had a positive attitude about inclusion usually
had more experience within inclusive classrooms (Logan & Wimer, 2013). Kahn and
Lewis (2014) expanded the subject of teacher preparation in relation to teachers’ attitudes
regarding inclusion shortly after Logan and Wimer (2013) published the findings
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concerning teachers’ attitudes about inclusion.
Similar to the research conducted by Logan and Wimer (2013), Kahn and Lewis
(2014) conducted a mixed methods study to identify if teachers were prepared for
special-needs students and to determine attitudes about teaching in the inclusive
classroom (Kahn & Lewis, 2014). Participants were comprised of 1,088 teachers from all
grade levels across the nation. An online survey was conducted and responses indicated
that little training was provided (Kahn & Lewis, 2014). Teachers indicated a lack of
preparation for teaching special-needs students. Due to this lack and that of teachers’
attitudes, the success of students within inclusive classrooms may be inhibited (Kahn &
Lewis, 2014). Despite these obstacles, teachers indicated the willingness to participate in
training to overcome barriers to inclusion (Kahn & Lewis, 2014). Perceptions and
attitudes of special education teachers are additional barriers to inclusion (Kahn & Lewis,
2014).
Perceptions and attitudes of special education teachers. A fundamental
element of effective inclusion is the perceptions and attitudes of special education
teachers (Shady et al., 2013). Teachers’ beliefs, perceptions, and attitudes are all essential
to students being accepted within the inclusive setting. These elements also affect
teachers’ commitment to the success of implementing inclusive strategies (Shady et al.,
2013; Strieker et al., 2013). Moreover, most teachers agree with the concept of inclusion,
but feel that the success of incorporating special-needs students into a general education
classroom is unrealistic (Shady et al., 2013). Negative perceptions and attitudes of either
special or general education teachers can be detrimental to the success of the students.
Teachers who have a positive attitude and believe that inclusion is helpful will strive to
aid the students in achieving success within the classroom (Shady et al., 2013). Utilizing
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the strategy of collaboration is vital to teachers within the inclusive classroom and will
aid in promoting positive attitudes and beliefs to assist students in achieving success
(Strieker et al., 2013).
A qualitative study conducted by Strieker et al. (2013) was implemented to
determine the effects of a program to educate middle school general and special
education teachers on methods to collaborate with preservice special education teachers
in the inclusive setting. Participants included 120 preservice teachers (Strieker et al.,
2013). General and special education teachers participated in a seminar, readings,
observations and interviews, and a debriefing to share what was learned about coteaching
and collaboration during training (Strieker et al., 2013). Teachers cotaught with
preservice teachers within the classroom setting when training was completed. Results
indicated that preservice teachers learned how to (a) implement components of
collaboration, (b) balance roles with coteachers, (c) communicate successfully with
coteachers, and (d) recognize the roles of the special education teachers within the
inclusive classroom (Strieker et al., 2013). Preservice teachers also indicated that
attitudes and perceptions regarding inclusion had positively changed at the point of
culmination (Strieker et al., 2013). Expanding the work of Strieker et al., Lane et al.
(2015) determined types of instruction most successful for students within an inclusive
setting.
Following the study implemented by Strieker et al. (2013), Lane et al. (2015)
conducted a qualitative study to determine what type of instruction was most successful
for teachers and students within the inclusive classroom. Participants included one
special-needs student and one general education student who were attending first grade at
a public school (Lane et al., 2015). A general education instructor, teacher assistant, and
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special education instructor attended a meeting to plan the intervention, learn the
approaches to be utilized, and complete a quiz to ensure that teachers could implement
the strategies successfully (Lane et al., 2015).
The first strategy taught in the meeting was across-task choices. This strategy
allows students to view a list of assignments for a day and decide in what order to
complete them. The second strategy was within-task choices (Lane et al., 2015). A list of
materials to complete the tasks for the day was provided, and students could pick which
materials to utilize for completing the assignments. Teachers informed students in what
order the assignments had to be completed (Lane et al., 2015).
Results indicated that teachers could implement both strategies successfully. The
special needs student was most successful with the across-task choices strategy, whereas
the general education student was more successful with the within-task choices strategy
(Lane et al., 2015). A reduction of disruptive behavior was also noted for the general
education student (Lane et al., 2015). Moreover, teachers indicated that training to assist
preservice teachers in achieving self-efficacy, regarding the implementation of various
strategies, would facilitate the teachers in having positive perceptions and attitudes
towards inclusion (Lane et al., 2015; Monsen et al., 2014; Polirstok, 2015).
Findings of Applied Research Studies Regarding Preservice Teachers
Numerous researchers have conducted applied research studies and reported
findings involving negative teacher perceptions and attitudes toward the inclusion of
students with special needs in the general education classroom (Monsen et al., 2014;
Polirstok, 2015). Of interest to this study is that related perspectives begin at or prior to
the preservice level (Ajuwon et al., 2015; Flores, 2012; Ko & Boswell, 2013). As one
example, Ajuwon et al. (2015) administered a pre- posttest survey to identify changes in
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the perspectives and attitudes of preservice teachers after completing a course pertaining
to the inclusion of students with vision impairments within the general education
classroom. The researchers used a modified version of the Preservice Inclusion Survey
(Shippen, Crites, Houchins, Ramsey, & Simon, 2005) as the data collection instrument. A
total of 91 preservice teachers, attending three different universities, participated in the
study by completing the Likert-scale instrument (Ajuwon et al., 2015). A repeated
measure analysis of variance was used to analyze data.
Findings reflected that teachers’ perceptions and attitudes toward the inclusion of
students with vision impairments within the general education classroom did not
improve, although course performance reflected that teachers’ related knowledge and
skills increased over the duration of the course (Ajuwon et al., 2015). Applying social
cognitive theory (Bandura, 1986, 1997, 2006), improved self-efficacy involving the
ability to include students with vision impairments in the general education instructional
processes should have positively affected teachers’ perceptions and attitudes toward
inclusive practices. This, however, was not the case. Based on findings, Ajuwon et al.
(2015) expressed uncertainty as to whether related training and increased self-efficacy
can influence teachers’ perceptions and attitudes involving the inclusion of students with
vision disabilities.
McHatton and Parker (2013) conducted a similar study to investigate the
perceptions and attitudes of general and special education preservice teachers toward
inclusion. Participants (N = 56) were preservice teachers enrolled in a methods class at a
large metropolitan university. As also noted in the Ajuwon et al. (2015) study, McHatton
and Parker administered the Preservice Inclusion Survey (Shippen et al., 2005), and a
repeated measure analysis of variance was used to analyze data.
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Results acquired by McHatton and Parker (2013) suggested that training and
increased self-efficacy involving the inclusion of students with disabilities positively
influenced preservice teachers’ perceptions and attitudes about inclusion. This finding
was unlike that of Ajuwon et al. (2015) who expressed uncertainty as to whether related
training and increased self-efficacy can influence teachers’ perceptions and attitudes
involving the inclusion of students with vision disabilities. Applying social cognitive
theory (Bandura, 1986, 1997, 2006), the improved self-efficacy of general education
preservice teachers involving the ability to provide inclusive environments for students
with disabilities positively affected perceptions and attitudes toward inclusive practices.
Findings of Applied Research Studies Regarding Licensed Teachers
Flores (2012) conducted a qualitative case study with three general education
elementary teachers. Data collection included personal interviews, classroom
observations, and the examination of personal artifacts to determine teachers’ perceptions
and attitudes toward inclusion (Flores, 2012). Through analysis, data were categorized to
identify overarching themes that included a personal ownership of the educational
achievement of assigned students with disabilities, a high level of collaboration with
special education teachers, and both positive and negative attitudes toward students with
disabilities (Flores, 2012).
A primary finding of the study was that teachers’ beliefs pertaining to improved
self-efficacy involving the ability to include students with disabilities within the general
education environment did not affect perceptions and attitudes toward inclusive practices
(Flores, 2012). This finding was similar to that acquired by Ajuwon et al. (2015) who
suggested that training and increased self-efficacy involving the inclusion of students
with disabilities did not influence preservice teachers’ perceptions and attitudes involving
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inclusion. More specifically, teachers believed personal disposition regarding inclusive
practices was established prior to participating in related training (Flores, 2012).
Applying social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1986, 1997, 2006), the improved self-efficacy
of general education preservice teachers involving the ability to provide inclusive
environments for students with disabilities should have improved perceptions and
attitudes toward inclusive practices yet did not. Perhaps this finding was based on related
constructs established prior to participation in the training. Reflected in findings and
significant to this study is Flores’ (2012) belief that the quality of collaborative efforts
between general and special education teachers is influential on teachers’ perceptions and
attitudes involving the inclusion of students with disabilities.
Ko and Boswell (2013) also conducted a qualitative case study; participants were
seven physical education elementary teachers. Similar to the Flores (2012) study, data
collection included personal interviews as well as the examination of artifacts and
journals. The purpose of the study was to determine teachers’ (a) perceptions and
attitudes toward inclusion, (b) training needs for promoting inclusion, and (c) challenges
involving inclusion (Ko & Boswell, 2013). Through analysis, data were categorized to
identify overarching themes that included (a) a personal dedication to inclusion, (b) the
necessity of instructional adaptations, and (c) challenges to inclusion (Ko & Boswell,
2013).
The primary finding, similar to that of Flores (2012), was that general education
teachers had developed perceptions and attitudes toward students with disabilities prior to
assuming teaching positions (Ko & Boswell, 2013). Participants’ viewed students with
disabilities as equal to nondisabled peers. Participants additionally described interactions
involving students with disabilities as enjoyable, demonstrating positive perceptions and
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attitudes toward this student population (Ko & Boswell, 2013).
Another finding involved the challenge of providing an inclusive environment, as
participants emphasized the ongoing need to revise instructional practices for students
with disabilities through the differentiation of instruction (Ko & Boswell, 2013). Findings
additionally included the concept that general education teachers realized the need to
experiment to determine the most beneficial practices. Also, rather than depending on
special education teachers, participants cited the use of Internet-based resources, again
suggesting that collaboration with special education teachers was either nonexistent or
inadequate (Ko & Boswell, 2013). The primary finding involving challenges to inclusion,
however, was that preservice training did not include practices involving the inclusion of
students with disabilities, which emphasizes the need for professional development in this
area. Prior to the Ko and Boswell (2013) study, Flores (2012) reported this finding.
Applying social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1986, 1997, 2006) to the findings of
Ko and Boswell (2013), the minimal level of self-efficacy described by participating
general education teachers involving the ability to provide inclusive environments for
students with disabilities did not negatively affect perceptions and attitudes toward
inclusive practices. Instead, teachers held positive perceptions and attitudes while
searching for ways to improve inclusive practices (Ko & Boswell, 2013). As also noted in
Flores’ (2012) study, the constructs of perceptions and attitudes were established without
related training. Based on findings, and significant for this study, is Ko and Boswell’s
expressed belief that an inadequate nature of collaborative efforts between general and
special education teachers did not influence teachers’ perceptions and attitudes involving
the inclusion of students with disabilities. This finding was in opposition to a related
finding of Flores that indicated the quality of collaborative efforts between general and
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special education teachers would primarily influence perceptions and attitudes involving
the inclusion of students with disabilities. Ko and Boswell (2013) emphasized, however,
that inadequate collaboration did create a burden on general education teachers struggling
to differentiate instruction for students with disabilities. Strategies and training for
teachers are vital to the success of students within an inclusion classroom (Crosland &
Dunlap, 2012).
Strategies and Training for Teachers
Training to provide various strategies for teachers to implement within the
inclusive setting is essential. Gupta and Rous (2016) stated that it takes approximately 4
years to gain full knowledge of a new strategy, understand how to successfully
implement it, and integrate it within the classroom. The four stages to utilizing a new
strategy are exploration, installation, initial implementation, and full implementation
(Gupta & Rous, 2016). During exploration, teachers decide which strategy to employ
within the classroom. Installation consists of adopting a small portion of a strategy and
determining how to apply it in the inclusion classroom (Gupta & Rous, 2016). Initial
implementation is experimenting with a strategy in small increments while teaching
(Crosland & Dunlap, 2012; Gupta & Rous, 2016). Finally, during full implementation,
teachers skillfully utilize all aspects of the strategy. Training for teachers cannot be
overemphasized when recognizing the importance of skillful execution of a new strategy
(Gupta & Rous, 2016; Lucas & Frazier, 2014).
Training develops the skills necessary for teachers to be successful within the
inclusive classroom (Lucas & Frazier, 2014). Moreover, teachers of high quality are
imperative to the success of students’ achievement. To develop teachers of high quality,
training must be supplied to provide skills, prepare teachers, and perpetuate collaboration
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among peers (Crosland & Dunlap, 2012; Lucas & Frazier, 2014). Four key components
integral to the successful training of teachers within inclusive classrooms are personal
supports, universal design, collaboration, and administration supports (Brooks, 2016;
DeMatthews, 2015).
These four components are intertwined to create a successful inclusive setting
(Brooks, 2016). Personal supports, the first component, are significant to students. These
supports consist of coteachers placed within the classroom of special-needs students and
peer tutors (Brooks, 2016). The second component, universal design, occurs when
teachers develop lesson plans and activities within the classroom to support the learning
of all students. This is important, as modifications or accommodations will be at a
minimum for special-needs students (Brooks, 2016). Collaboration, the third component,
consists of a relationship between general and special education teachers (Brooks, 2016;
DeMatthews, 2015). This relationship can enable both teachers to work together to
modify the curricula and meet the needs of the special-needs students (Brooks, 2016;
DeMatthews, 2015). The fourth component, administrative support, is of utmost
importance because this support provides reassurance, supervision, and reinforcement for
teachers (Brooks, 2016). The inclusive setting can be stressful when teachers are unsure
of how to adapt instruction and curriculum to the needs of all students. When
administration provides support, it increases the self-efficacy of teachers and enables
them to be successful in the inclusive setting (Brooks, 2016).
Collaboration and administrative support. Less than one third of general
education teachers and less than one half of special education teachers indicate any
instruction on how to collaborate with peers (Strieker et al., 2013). Collaboration is key
to growth for teachers (Gupta & Rous, 2016). Collaboration in the form of coteaching is
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beneficial to students either with or without disabilities. Additionally, coteaching is
beneficial to both licensed teachers and preservice teachers (Lucas & Frazier, 2014).
Coteaching provides supplementary support for all students within the classroom (Lucas
& Frazier, 2014; Shogren et al., 2015) Collaboration and administrative support are both
essential aspects of teaching in the inclusive setting (Gupta & Rous, 2016).
Administrative support encourages learning, teamwork, and inclusion within the
classrooms (Gupta & Rous, 2016). Moreover, collaboration is beneficial within the
school, but also between the school and the community (Gross et al., 2015).
Gross et al. (2015) conducted a qualitative study to determine what types of
community partnerships are established by successful school leaders, and what factors
support the development of these partnerships. Participants included men and women
from different businesses, organizations, and colleges near the five elementary schools
and one middle school, located in each section of the United States, that were involved in
this study (Gross et al., 2015). School leaders recruited participants for the focus groups
of this study. Each focus group attended a session at one of the schools, which was
comprised of an overview of the study and a discussion between leaders and members of
the focus groups concerning what aspects create a successful partnership between schools
and communities (Gross et al., 2015). Results indicated the two main factors,
collaboration and communication, that support the development of community
partnerships (Gross et al., 2015). Both community partners and schools benefit from this
collaboration (DeMatthews, 2015; Gross et al., 2015). Community partnerships are
beneficial to schools that practice inclusion with greater opportunities afforded the
distribution of leadership within the inclusive setting (DeMatthews, 2015).
Following the work of Gross et al. (2015), a qualitative study was conducted by
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DeMatthews (2015) to examine the distribution of leadership, the actions by leaders, and
challenges related to a greater inclusive setting within the school. Participants included
one elementary school principal at a school within an urban district (DeMatthews, 2015).
Interviews were conducted with the staff and principal, and observations were conducted
during collaboration within the inclusive classroom setting. The principal of the school
was present for all observations during the study (DeMatthews, 2015). Through
observation, coaching, and supporting lead teachers, the principal could prepare teachers
to perform additional leadership tasks and remain successful with tasks previously
retained. Actions and challenges that were indicated as relating to a greater inclusive
setting within the school were collaboration, problem solving, and training for teachers
(DeMatthews, 2015). An additional strategy recommended for training to aid teachers
with a more inclusive setting, was differentiation of instruction (DeMatthews, 2015).
Differentiation of instruction. Teachers are challenged with the task of
differentiating instruction (Kahn & Lewis, 2014). Many find it overwhelming to develop
lesson plans that fit the needs of all students within the inclusive classroom (Carr, 2013;
Kahn & Lewis, 2014). Because of standardized test results, teachers are under additional
stress to enhance instruction and aid students to gain higher achievement (Carr, 2013).
The task of differentiating also applies to homework assigned outside of the classroom.
Many students struggle within the classroom and with homework assignments (Carr,
2013).
To increase the effectiveness of homework, five characteristics should be present
in each assignment (Carr, 2013). The first characteristic is purpose. Every assignment
should have meaning, and each student should have the capability to complete it without
assistance to increase academic knowledge. Homework should also provide the feedback
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teachers need to ensure that the students are understanding class instruction (Carr, 2013).
Second, the time it takes to complete homework should be efficient. Carr (2013) stated
that lengthy homework decreases students’ achievement.
An additional characteristic that students should sense regarding homework is
ownership (Carr, 2013). Students who have a sense of ownership are motivated to
complete the work and learn more than when ownership is not experienced. The fourth
characteristic of effective homework is competence (Carr, 2013). All students should feel
capable of completing the work. For homework to encompass this characteristic, teachers
may need to differentiate the assignments to support all students within the inclusive
setting (Carr, 2013).
The last characteristic of effective homework is that it should be visually
appealing (Carr, 2013). This can be achieved by not having too many problems or
information on one page, giving room for students to write answers or notes, and placing
some pictures on the page to attract students’ interest (Carr, 2013). Utilizing these
characteristics can enable students to take pride in a job well done and experience a
greater sense of ownership. Three successful strategies to aid students in homework
completion are to encourage parental involvement, facilitate teacher collaboration, and
teach self-management strategies (Carr, 2013; Firmender, Reis, & Sweeny, 2013).
Firmender et al. (2013) conducted a quantitative study to determine the
comprehension and fluency levels of students in elementary schools. This examination
was implemented to determine the diversity of students within the classrooms, and to
determine the type and level of differentiation teachers would need to implement for all
students to be successful within the inclusive setting (Firmender et al., 2013). Participants
included 1,149 students enrolled in five elementary schools throughout the United States.
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A standardized assessment for oral reading fluency and a reading comprehension test
were given to all participants (Firmender et al., 2013). Moreover, researchers
implemented pretests to measure oral reading fluency over a period of two weeks at each
elementary school. Three passages utilized for oral reading were supplied by the
researchers for the students (Firmender et al., 2013).
Researchers made notes and scored students on the number of words read per
minute and the accuracy of the reading passages. Test results from all five schools
indicated that students exhibited a wide array of abilities in reading (Firmender et al.,
2013). The range was so extensive that the need to differentiate instruction in reading was
emphasized across all schools and grade levels. Firmender et al. indicated that skills and
strategies should be taught to teachers in training to enable them to be successful in the
inclusive setting (Firmender et al., 2013). Little, McCoach, and Reis (2014) expanded the
study concerning differentiated instruction to examine helpful strategies after the findings
by Firmender et al. were published relating to increasing reading comprehension and
fluency levels with differentiated instruction.
Following the work of Firmender et al. (2013), a study to examine differentiated
instructional strategies was conducted by Little et al. (2014). A mixed methods study was
conducted by Little et al. to examine differentiated instruction involving strategies to
improve reading achievement while eliminating customary reading instruction.
Participants included 2,150 students enrolled in four middle schools and 47 teachers
employed at the schools (Little et al., 2014). A pretest and posttest were given to students
to determine if an increase in reading fluency and comprehension was achieved following
the intervention. The control group was comprised of 20 teachers, while 27 teachers were
assigned to the treatment group (Little et al., 2014). Administrators of the schools
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randomly assigned students to each group. Teachers of the treatment group attended
professional-development training to learn differentiated instruction techniques and
modelling strategies (Little et al., 2014). Teachers were observed within the classroom to
determine if any additional support was needed at 2 to 3 week intervals. The treatment
group also attended a group session in the middle of the year to address any additional
concerns (Little et al., 2014).
A pretest was provided to all students, within both the treatment group and the
control group, at the beginning of the school year prior to the intervention. Teachers of
the treatment group employed differentiated instruction strategies for 3 hours a week, and
did not provide group instruction as previously offered prior to the intervention (Little et
al., 2014). Simultaneously, teachers of the control group continued group instruction
without offering the differentiated instructional strategies within the classroom. At the
end of the school year, a posttest was administered to all students within both groups
(Little et al., 2014). Results of the posttest indicated that the students who participated in
the treatment group scored equivalent or higher in both fluency and comprehension than
students within the control group (Little et al., 2014). Studies indicate that teachers can
assist all students with learning by implementing various differentiated instructional
strategies while students utilize self-management interventions to obtain greater
achievement levels within the inclusive classroom (Crosland & Dunlap, 2012; Little et
al., 2014).
Self-management interventions. Students who exhibit the ability to employ selfmanagement interventions can function independently within the classroom (Crosland &
Dunlap, 2012). Self-management interventions equip students with behavioral issues to
(a) set goals, (b) observe and record behaviors, (c) maintain motivation, and (d)
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administer reinforcements based upon behavior (Carr, 2013; Crosland & Dunlap, 2012;
Otero & Haut, 2015). Students within inclusive classrooms have additional opportunities
to participate in activities in the class and connect with peers when successful with selfmanagement strategies (Crosland & Dunlap, 2012).
Teachers are key to students learning effective self-management strategies (Carr,
2013; Crosland & Dunlap, 2012). Students who are taught these strategies within the
classroom setting can apply them without adult supervision (Carr, 2013; Crosland &
Dunlap, 2012). Strategies modeled by teachers, as well as the utilization of planners, can
assist students with managing behavior and assignments. Self-management strategies
enable students to experience additional success in all areas of life (Carr, 2013; Crosland
& Dunlap, 2012).
A qualitative study conducted by Koegel, Park, and Koegel (2014) examined the
effectiveness of self-management interventions, teaching social conversation skills in
responsiveness, asking questions, and strategies regarding how to expand a conversation.
Participants included two children and one teen with autism (Koegel et al., 2014). A
graduate student conducted the conversations with the participants. Researchers supplied
the graduate student with 10 questions that were open-ended and based on a topic of
interest to the participants (Koegel et al., 2014). Sessions were (a) conducted at the home
of the participants, (b) recorded, and (c) approximately 10 minutes in length. Data
analysis indicated that discussions and dialogs improved in all three skill areas of
successful conversation (Koegel et al., 2014). Otero and Haut (2015) expanded the study
of self-management interventions shortly after Koegel et al. published their results.
Similar to the research conducted by Koegel et al. (2014), Otero and Haut (2015)
conducted a qualitative study to evaluate a self-management intervention for students
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within the inclusive setting who exhibited behaviors that interfered with the ability to
function within the classroom. Participants included three intermediate school students
within the United States (Otero & Haut, 2015). Students met with researchers for training
on three separate occasions. The first training session was utilized to explain what
conduct was expected of the students, and to clarify why the behavior was important
within the classroom (Otero & Haut, 2015). During the second session, students were
taught how to complete the form for the data collection and how to recognize, by a hand
signal given by the teacher, when to complete the form. The last day of training allowed
students to practice with what was expected behavior during the intervention (Otero &
Haut, 2015).
The intervention was implemented after the third training session. The
intervention focused on self-management within the inclusive classroom, and consisted
of 12 sessions lasting 20 minutes in length (Otero & Haut, 2015). During class
instruction, when teachers provided the hand signal, participants stopped and completed
the form provided by the researchers. Responses were utilized to determine if teachers
had students’ full attention, or if the students were not focused during instruction. At
random times throughout sessions, teachers gave the students a reward if responses
indicated that students were attentive during instruction (Otero & Haut, 2015). At the
culmination of the 12 sessions, forms were gathered for data analysis. Results indicated
that the intervention was successful in maintaining the attention of the participants (Otero
& Haut, 2015). When not being monitored, students’ attention was not focused on the
class materials provided by the teachers (Otero & Haut, 2015). Self-management
interventions, in conjunction with peer-mediated interventions, aid students in achieving
academic success (Brooks, 2016; Otero & Haut, 2015).
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Peer-mediated interventions. Peers within the inclusive classroom assist in
encouraging proper social conduct, academic performance, and communication for
special-needs students (Brooks, 2016; Crosland & Dunlap, 2012; Simpson & Bui, 2016).
Tutoring conducted by peers has proven to be beneficial for all students within the
classroom (Carter et al., 2016; Crosland & Dunlap, 2012; Simpson & Bui, 2016). Peermediated interventions can be altered to fit the needs of special-needs students while
increasing the knowledge of the peers. Teachers are an integral part of knowing which
students to pair together for the interventions to achieve the most success (Carter et al.,
2016). Peer-mediated interventions promote learning and socialization for both students
involved in the group (Carter et al., 2016; Simpson & Bui, 2016).
Carter et al. (2016) conducted a quantitative study to determine the success of
peer-mediated interventions for disabled high school students socially, and in the area of
academics. Participants included 51 disabled students, 51 staff from the high school, and
48 student peers. Students were grouped together by the nine special educators and 42
additional staff members from the high school (Carter et al., 2016). Participants were
enrolled in 21 high schools, in 12 different districts, within two states. Carter et al.
conducted an initial training session for all staff members participating in the study. The
goals of the peer-mediated intervention were provided during the training, as well as
ideas to aid in peer recruitment, plans for the student peers to follow, and strategies to
assist students during the intervention (Carter et al., 2016).
Peer coaches attended a training session prior to implementing the intervention.
Upon completion, peer coaches went into the classroom and sat by the assigned specialneeds students (Carter et al., 2016). Peer coaches demonstrated appropriate academic and
social behaviors for the special-needs students, and worked jointly on assignments during
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the intervention. Carter et al. observed the first three classes and the last three classes of
the semester to determine the effectiveness of the intervention. Results indicated that
benefits were evident both socially and academically (Carter et al., 2016). Opportunities
for interaction between peer coaches and special-needs students were increased and
progress was evident for both cohorts. Simpson and Bui (2016) conducted a study that
contributed to the findings of the study conducted by Carter et al. (2016).
Simultaneous to the study conducted by Carter et al. (2016), Simpson and Bui
(2016) conducted a quantitative study to determine the effects of a peer-mediated reading
intervention on social interactions of peers and students with disabilities in elementary
schools. Participants included 24 general education students and eight special-needs
students who were not in an inclusive classroom (Simpson & Bui, 2016). All participants
were assembled in eight groups for the duration of the study. Each group consisted of one
special-needs student and three peers. A book was chosen by each group, and each
student within the group took turns reading (Simpson & Bui, 2016). Each time the
special-needs student responded appropriately, by reading or taking part in the
discussion, one of the peers in the group would give the student a card with a happy face
on it (Simpson & Bui, 2016).
At the end of the day, the student could turn the cards in for a tangible reward.
Results indicated that academic skills of the peers within each group increased during the
intervention (Simpson & Bui, 2016). Moreover, the special-needs students were more
involved in the group, thus, increasing social interactions by responding correctly to peers
during the sessions (Simpson & Bui, 2016). Differentiation of instruction, selfmanagement strategies, and peer-mediated interventions are all important within the
inclusive classroom (Simpson & Bui, 2016). Training is beneficial for teachers to learn
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how to successfully implement these strategies and increase self-efficacy within the
inclusive classroom (Guo, Sawyer, Justice, & Kaderavek, 2013).
Self-efficacy. Academic achievement is significantly affected by teachers’ selfefficacy (Crowson & Brandes, 2014; Guo et al., 2013). Teachers who hold the belief that
they can successfully implement strategies within the classroom and aid students in
academic achievement are referred to as having high self-efficacy (Ajuwon et al., 2015;
Crowson & Brandes, 2014; Guo et al., 2013). Quality of instruction, motivation to teach,
and performance within the inclusive setting can all be affected by teachers’ self-efficacy
(Crowson & Brandes, 2014; Guo et al., 2013).
Classroom environment and learning can also be altered by teachers’ self-efficacy
(Guo et al., 2013). Implementing new strategies within an inclusive classroom is
perceived, by teachers who lack self-efficacy, as unprofitable to the learning environment
(Crowson & Brandes, 2014; Guo et al., 2013). Training for teachers that includes
strategies to implement within the inclusive classroom is beneficial for teachers and
students (Crowson & Brandes, 2014). Teachers gain the confidence and skills needed to
employ strategies that assist all students, within the inclusive setting, through attending
training (Crowson & Brandes, 2014).
Rogers-Haverback and Mee (2015) conducted a mixed methods study to
determine the overall perceptions of self-efficacy held by middle school preservice
teachers. Participants included 8 preservice teachers who were student teaching and
enrolled in a reading course (Rogers-Haverback & Mee, 2015). Preservice teachers
learned strategies for reading and theory during the course. Immediately following course
completion, the teachers entered classrooms within the middle school to teach the
strategies to students (Rogers-Haverback & Mee, 2015). After each strategy was taught,
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the preservice teachers met with the professor from the university and other teachers
within the school to discuss how the strategy was utilized within the classroom (RogersHaverback & Mee, 2015). At the beginning, middle, and end of the year, the preservice
teachers completed a survey and written logs in order to measure progress. Researchers
analyzed data, and the results indicated that all participants grew in self-efficacy and
experienced increased knowledge throughout the year of how to implement the strategies
(Rogers-Haverback & Mee, 2015). As teachers’ self-efficacy increases, the ability to
successfully implement accommodations and modifications of curriculum increases
(Brooks, 2016).
Accommodations and modification of curriculum. The standard of classroom
resources and materials taught to students are not altered when accommodations are
utilized by teachers (Brooks, 2016). Accommodations can include worksheets printed in
larger font, extended time to complete assignments, and reading answers aloud instead of
writing them down (Brooks, 2016; Soukakou et al., 2014). Modifications require
adaptation to the classroom resources and materials for the academic needs of students
(Soukakou et al., 2014). Curriculum and assignments may be altered to make them
adequate for special-needs students within the inclusive setting (Brooks, 2016; Furman,
2015; Soukakou et al., 2014). The abilities of special-needs students vary, and the
collaboration of special education teachers with general education teachers is essential to
determine the best course of action for each student (Brooks, 2016; Soukakou et al.,
2014).
West and Pirtle (2014) conducted a qualitative study to determine what skills and
knowledge special education teachers should acquire when preparing to teach.
Participants included nine men and four women who were all parents of special-needs
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children. Participants were divided into two focus groups, one for women and one for
men (West & Pirtle, 2014). Researchers provided an overview of the study and presented
each group with five questions regarding the study in the session. Questions focused on
the themes of teachers’ communication, understanding, personality, training, and
methods utilized in the classroom (West & Pirtle, 2014). The sessions for each focus
group were conducted separately. Responses indicated that teachers should understand
what disability and needs each student may have, and how conduct and home dynamics
may affect behaviors displayed within the classroom (West & Pirtle, 2014). Participants
from both focus groups agreed that accommodations and modifications, experience,
collaboration, listening, and asking questions are all important aspects for teachers to
demonstrate within the classroom.
Communication with parents and with collaborative teachers was indicated as
being critical to developing successful environments within the inclusive setting (West &
Pirtle, 2014). Adequate resources and a commitment from all staff within a school to
provided quality education within inclusive classes were also indicated as being integral
to success (West & Pirtle, 2014). Finally, participants indicated that teachers should be
able to see potential in every child and to believe that the child can learn no matter how
severe the disability may be. When these aspects are accomplished, teachers should, then,
utilize strategies to aid the child in academic success (West & Pirtle, 2014).
Accommodations and modifications are enhanced when utilizing strategies such as
modelling (Shady et al., 2013; West & Pirtle, 2014).
Strategy of modelling. Teachers and students alike benefit from the strategy of
modelling (Shady et al., 2013). This strategy can be utilized by teachers modelling for
other teachers, teachers modelling for students, or students modelling for other students.
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Modelling is a key strategy for the development of teachers and students in an inclusive
setting (Ajuwon et al., 2015; Shady et al., 2013). Academic motivation and self-esteem
for all involved can be enhanced by this strategy.
A quantitative study conducted by Nowicki and Brown (2013) was implemented
to identify effective strategies for teachers and students in inclusive settings. Participants
included 20 boys and 16 girls who were enrolled in middle school (Nowicki & Brown,
2013). Five middle school principals expressed interest in the study. Researchers
conducted an interview at the five middle schools with each of the participants.
Participants indicated various strategies to utilize in inclusive settings (Nowicki &
Brown, 2013). Suggestions that were indicated by participants that teachers could utilize
within the inclusive classroom included providing information to other students about
disabilities, activities that enable all students within the classroom to work together, and
modified instructional support to accommodate all students (Nowicki & Brown, 2013).
Moreover, participants specified strategies that peers could utilize within the classroom to
assist special-needs students.
These strategies included differentiation of instruction, additional time given
when completing assignments, and adjusting the academic level of instruction (Nowicki
& Brown, 2013). Participants also indicated the importance of peers giving
encouragement, advice, and assistance to special-needs students within the classroom. All
participants agreed that determining what areas special-needs students have in common
with peers, and not focusing on differences is beneficial (Nowicki & Brown, 2013).
Modelling was indicated as a strategy peers could assist with by demonstrating how to be
respectful, kind, and to provide an example of the behaviors required in order to be
awarded by the teachers utilizing the behavioral interventions in the classroom (Polirstok,
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2015).
Behavioral interventions. Inclusive classrooms are comprised of students with
diverse behavioral challenges (Polirstok, 2015). For teachers to utilize successful
strategies within the classroom that aid students academically and behaviorally is
important (Polirstok, 2015). Interruptions within the classroom create a disadvantage for
students who are struggling to learn and techniques to avoid these interruptions should be
applied (Polirstok, 2015). If possible, these interruptions should be kept to a minimum
(Polirstok, 2015).
One technique teachers can utilize is to recognize students verbally for
appropriate behaviors. Inappropriate behaviors within the inclusive classroom can be
minimized when teachers reinforce appropriate behaviors (Polirstok, 2015). If a student
behaves inappropriately, and is not harmful to themselves or other students, teachers can
choose to ignore the inappropriate behavior and verbally praise another student who is
performing appropriately (Polirstok, 2015). An additional technique is for teachers to
respond calmly and not to exhibit fear to avoid escalating inappropriate behavior
(Polirstok, 2015). Finally, punishment can be utilized for inappropriate behaviors, but this
is not as effective as positively reinforcing suitable behaviors (Polirstok, 2015).
Shogren et al. (2015) conducted a study to examine students in inclusive schools.
Perceptions of the inclusion and the practices employed to aid all students in the inclusive
setting were documented. Participants were comprised of 86 students from five
elementary schools and one middle school within the United States (Shogren et al.,
2015). Participants were divided into 11 focus groups. Six focus groups consisted of
general education students and five groups comprised of special education students
(Shogren et al., 2015). Researchers conducted focus groups, interviews, and student
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observations two different times during the school year (Shogren et al., 2015). Data were
gathered from the interviews to determine if students perceived that techniques utilized at
the school were successful, unity existed in the inclusive setting, and a positive impact
was evident throughout the school from the employed practices (Shogren et al., 2015).
Results indicated that strategies implemented within the classroom were perceived as
beneficial by the students (Shogren et al., 2015). Participants also indicated that special
education students received more access to technological supports than general education
students (Shogren et al., 2015).
Summary
Theoretical perspective. Social cognition (Bandura, 1986, 1997, 2006) was used
as the theoretical perspective of this study. Central to the theory is the belief that
environmental influences, many of which affect self-efficacy, are central to developing
the skills, perceptions, and attitudes that directly affect performance (Bandura, 1986,
1997, 2006). The use of social cognition is prevalent in the literature: (a) Zundans-Fraser
and Lancaster (2012) applied the theory to teaching performance by underscoring the role
of self-efficacy in the development of effective instructional practices; (b) Crowson and
Brandes (2014), as well as Hartmann (2012), used tenets of the theory in discussion of
instructional improvements involving students with disabilities; and (c) McHatton and
Parker (2013) maintained that teachers’ self-efficacy affects perceptions and attitudes
toward the inclusion of students with disabilities. To ensure the consistent application of
social cognition throughout this study, findings of each researcher were compared with
the theory.
Primary factors affecting the implementation of inclusive education. Inclusive
education enables all students, either with or without disabilities, to learn in the public
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school setting. The effectiveness of inclusion, however, depends upon the existence of
suitable support networks, as well as teachers’ (a) self-efficacy, (b) skills, and (c) positive
perceptions and attitudes (Vaughn & Bos, 2011). Flores (2012) and Siwatu et al. (2011)
reported that a significant factor for inclusion is the adequate training of general
education teachers; this perception is reflective of social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1986,
1997, 2006). The effectiveness of inclusion is also affected by teachers’ perceptions and
attitudes toward inclusion as well as the beliefs of general education teachers involving
the ability to teach students with special needs (Siwatu et al., 2011; Vaughn & Bos,
2011).
Findings of applied research studies regarding preservice teachers. Two
studies were utilized to examine preservice teachers’ perceptions and attitudes toward
students in the inclusive setting. Ajuwon et al. (2015) analyzed results and indicated that
the perspectives and attitudes of teachers did not improve after completing a course
pertaining to the inclusion of students with special needs. Related knowledge and skills
had, however, increased self-efficacy. Conversely, McHatton and Parker (2013) found
that self-efficacy was increased, and preservice teachers’ perceptions and attitudes
involving inclusion were influenced. Moreover, another noteworthy finding in the
literature was that preservice training often does not include practices involving the
inclusion of students with disabilities, underscoring the need for professional
development in this area (Flores, 2012; Ko & Boswell, 2013).
Findings of applied research studies regarding licensed teachers. Related
studies were described, and two primary themes emerged from the investigations. The
first theme is that training involving the inclusion of students with disabilities positively
influenced teachers’ self-efficacy as well as related perceptions and attitudes (Ko &
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Boswell, 2013; McHatton & Parker, 2013). Conversely, the second theme is that training
did not positively influence teachers and that self-efficacy, perceptions, and attitudes
were all established prior to training (Flores, 2012).
Strategies and training for teachers. Various strategies were highlighted
throughout the literature to equip teachers to be successful within the inclusive setting. To
promote success, training is recommended to provide support, collaboration, and
exploration of strategies to be employed within the inclusive setting (Crosland & Dunlap,
2012; Gupta & Rous, 2016; Lucas & Frazier, 2014). Strategies recommended throughout
the literature were collaboration and administrative support, differentiation of instruction,
self-management strategies, peer-mediated interventions, self-efficacy, accommodations
and modification of curriculum, modelling, and behavioral interventions (Brooks, 2016;
Carr, 2013; DeMatthews, 2015; Lucas & Frazier, 2014).
Collaboration and administrative support is key to teachers’ growth (Brooks,
2016; DeMatthews, 2015; Gupta & Rous, 2016). These supports encourage achievement
and successful inclusion within the classrooms, and can aid teachers in learning how to
differentiate instruction (Gupta & Rous, 2016). Differentiation of instruction is an
additional strategy promoted throughout the literature in order for inclusion to be
effective within the classroom (Carr, 2013; Kahn & Lewis, 2014; Little et al., 2014).
Differentiation of instruction was also found to be helpful when teachers applied it to
homework assignments (Carr, 2013).
Self-management is an additional strategy that is essential for students, whether in
the classroom or at home (Carr, 2013; Crosland & Dunlap, 2012). Self-management
interventions were recommended to enable students to focus during class instruction, and
to help them with behavioral issues (Carr, 2013; Crosland & Dunlap, 2012; Otero &
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Haut, 2015). These strategies also promote peer interaction (Crosland & Dunlap, 2012).
Peer-mediated interventions, such as peers tutoring special-needs students, benefit both
students within the inclusive setting (Carter et al., 2016; Crosland & Dunlap, 2012;
Simpson & Bui, 2016). Consequently, teachers should focus upon students’ attitudes,
demeanor, and work habits when deciphering who to pair together for peer-mediated
interventions (Carter et al., 2016). Teachers’ perceptions are fundamental to
implementing peer-mediated interventions within the inclusive setting (Crowson &
Brandes, 2014; Guo et al., 2013).
Teachers’ self-efficacy must be increased throughout the training for the strategies
to be implemented correctly and for academic success to be achieved (Crowson &
Brandes, 2014; Guo et al., 2013). Learning, classroom environment, and students’
perceptions can all be altered by a teachers’ self-efficacy (Ajuwon et al., 2015; Crowson
& Brandes, 2014; Guo et al., 2013). Accommodations and modification of curriculum are
also important strategies for teachers to implement. Students within an inclusive
classroom may vary academically, but some accommodations and modifications can be
utilized for everyone within the classroom (Brooks, 2016; Soukakou et al., 2014). This
technique lessens some of the demands experienced by teachers (Brooks, 2016).
Modelling and behavioral interventions are both keys to success when implementing
accommodations and modifications within the inclusive classroom (Polirstok, 2015;
Shady et al., 2013).
Modelling can be utilized throughout the inclusive setting (Shady et al., 2013).
This strategy is beneficial when teachers allow peers to model for special-needs students
during instruction or free time (Ajuwon et al., 2015; Shady et al., 2013). Lastly,
behavioral interventions are of utmost important within the inclusive classroom
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(Polirstok, 2015). Interruptions within the inclusive setting can interfere with the learning
environment; consequently, teachers should understand how to utilize techniques to
promote appropriate behavior (Polirstok, 2015). Upon review of the literature,
researchers are in consensus that training for teachers can aid educators in increasing selfefficacy while utilizing strategies within the inclusive setting (Ajuwon et al., 2015;
Bandura, 1986, 1997, 2006; Crowson & Brandes, 2014; Dewar et al., 2013; Guo et al.,
2013).
Research Questions
This sequential mixed methods study was guided by the following research
questions:
Research Question 1. What are the differences in self-reported levels of selfefficacy between general and special education teachers?
Research Question 2. What is the difference in self-efficacy between preservice
or graduates with inclusion training and more experienced teachers?
Research Question 3. What are the perceptions of administrator’s regarding the
effectiveness of preservice or graduate’s inclusion training compared to their perception
of veteran teachers?
Research Question 4. What do general education, special education, and
administrators perceive as the greatest needs related to improving teacher self-efficacy?
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Chapter 3: Methodology
This chapter describes the details of implementing this sequential mixed methods
study. The problem the study addressed was school administrators were uncertain about
the perceptions of general and special education teachers’ self-efficacy regarding
effective inclusion within the general education classroom. This study compared the
perceived self-efficacy of elementary and middle school general and special education
teachers, as well as the perception of administrators, in order to identify specific areas of
needed support and training. This chapter describes the method through which the
questions that guide this study were addressed beginning with the potential participants
invited to contribute to the research study, data collection instruments, and how data were
analyzed and presented.
Participants
The study site was an urban, Title I elementary and middle school in the
southeastern area of the United States; students include kindergarten through Grade 8. At
the time of this study, 42 teachers, ranging in age from 25 to 61, provided instruction
within general education classrooms. Four additional teachers are responsible for the
educational services provided to special education students and were placed in resource
rooms or self-contained classrooms. The researcher was one of the four special education
teachers. The school administrators also included the principal and vice-principal.
These teachers provide instruction to a student population that includes 570
students. Of the student population, 55 have been diagnosed with learning, behavioral, or
emotional disabilities. Student exceptionalities include (a) autism; (b) emotional,
intellectual, and learning disabilities; and (c) other health impairments.
The potential participants for this study are part of a homogeneous sampling of
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the 42 general education and three other special education teachers that provide
instruction within inclusive classrooms. All 45 teachers were invited to participate in the
survey (see Appendix A) and participate in the qualitative interviews (see Appendix B).
Volunteers for the interviews were limited to a maximum nine participants, with at least
four being general education teachers, two special education teachers and two
administrators at the research site.
Instruments
Data collection instruments used included a quantitative survey questionnaire and
a qualitative interview protocol.
Quantitative survey questionnaire. The researcher received permission to use
the survey instrument entitled Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale (see Appendix A) that
was developed in 2001 at Ohio State University by Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy
(2001, 2007, 2009). The survey used in this study was the long-form version of the scales
that the researchers developed. The scale was broken down in to three subscales. The
overall reliability of the survey instrument yields a Cronbach’s Alpha of 0.90 indicating a
high standard of reliability. According to Creswell (2012), a score of 0.7 is considered an
acceptable reliability level.
The first subscale is efficacy in student engagement. This subscale includes
survey items 1, 2, 4, 6, 9, 12, 14, and 22. The reliability of this subscale according to the
Cronbach’s Alpha is 0.81. The second subscale is efficacy in instructional strategies and
includes survey items 7, 10, 11, 17, 18, 20, 23, and 24. The Cronbach’s Alpha reliability
factor is 0.86. The third subscale is efficacy in classroom management and includes
survey items 3, 5, 8, 13, 15, 16, 19, and 21. The reliability according to Cronbach’s Alpha
is 0.86.
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The researcher added demographic information to the survey to answer research
questions. The demographics information requests participants to disclose if they are a
general education teacher or a special education teacher. The next item had the
participant indicate years of teaching experience broken down into selected categories.
The third question had the participant indicate by yes or no if they had training during
preservice or graduate education to prepare them for inclusive teaching. The next item
asked the participant to determine what training had given them the greatest preparation
for inclusive teaching. Finally, the last question asked participants to indicate what
training was needed in order to assist them to feel more prepared to handle inclusive
classroom instruction.
Interview protocol. The interview protocol (see Appendix B) was selected as a
qualitative instrument for data collection. When compared to written questionnaires and
surveys, the interview protocol gives the participants an ideal opportunity to expound
upon any perceptions and ideas (Gay, Mills, & Airasian, 2012). The interview protocol
was a researcher-developed instrument based on the influence of the literature.
Additionally, this instrument gave the researcher the opportunity to search data and
literature for trends that could be used to analyze interpretations for recommending
training or further research.
Panel review of data collection instruments. In order to ensure that the
qualitative survey instrument was trustworthy and reflective of what was intended to be
measured, a panel of teachers convened to review the self-developed instrument. The
researcher believes that the instruments are reflective of the literature and appropriate to
the study. Chenail (2011) and Fitzpatrick, Sanders, and Worthen (2010) recommended
that, in order to ensure instrument integrity, an ad hoc panel should be created to make
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that determination.
The researcher asked two general education teachers and two special education
teachers from different schools, but within the local school district, to serve on the panel.
The teachers were all females, and ages ranged from 28 to 47. Additionally, each teacher
held a master’s degree in education. The years of experience for the teachers ranged from
6 to 17 years.
The review of instruments took about an hour. At the beginning of the meeting,
the researcher reviewed the problem that the study was to address and proceeded to
describe the purpose. In reviewing the interview protocol (see Appendix B), the panel
ensured the form answered the research questions addressed within the study. The panel
recommended removal of two questions and worked on modifying the remaining
questions for clarity. The panel believed that an effective interviewer should be able to
move through the questions within one hour per interview.
Procedures
Design. Once approval had been received from Nova Southeastern University to
conduct the study, the researcher received final permission from the school district to
conduct the study. This research study was conducted over a period of 10 weeks (see
Table 1) and involved multiple steps.
This study was conducted using a mixed methods design and used to discover the
underlying issue (Edmonds & Kennedy, 2013). According to Creswell (2012) it may be
necessary to use more than one method to comprehend complex circumstances. In
conducting this study, the researcher was using a quantitative data collection instrument
for individual responses and was using a qualitative interview process to ensure that both
methods of design are combined to strengthen this study (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011).
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Table 1
Timeline of Study Procedures
Week

Procedure

1

Sent an electronic message to teachers asking for participation and
giving a link to access the survey via SurveyMonkey (2017).

3

Sent another electronic message as a reminder, including the
upcoming deadline at the end of the week.

3-4

Gathered and organized responses from SurveyMonkey.

4

Sent an electronic message to teachers and administrators asking for
interview volunteers.

5-7

Scheduled and conducted interviews from volunteers. Interviews
were typewritten and presented to the participant for correction and
clarification of response.

8-10

Interview data were received, followed by analysis of interview
responses and comparison with survey coded themes. Analyzed
data results and prepared for answering research questions.

Participant recruitment and data collection for survey instrument. After
receiving Nova Southeastern University approval, the researcher sent an electronic mail
message (see Appendix C) and an approved copy of the participation letter to the 45
teachers and administrators who were employed at the research study site, asking them to
voluntarily participate in the survey (see Appendix A) using software from
SurveyMonkey (2017).
SurveyMonkey (2017) is a secure website tool to survey participants. Use of this
software ensured that participant identity was anonymous and confidential. Upon
accessing the link at SurveyMonkey, the participants were directed to the approved
participation letter. In order to continue to the survey, the participant must give consent to
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participate in the survey. The survey took less than 30 minutes to complete. The
electronic mail message was resent the final week the survey was open as a reminder to
participate.
Participant recruitment and data collection for interviews. An electronic mail
message (see Appendix D) was sent to all general education teachers asking for
volunteers to participate in an interview. The researcher accepted the first four teachers
from this group who volunteered to participate. The process was repeated using the same
letter for special education teachers and again for administrators. The researcher expected
to receive at least four participants from the general education teachers, two participants
from special education teachers and two from administration. The expected interviews for
this study were eight in total but no more than nine would be accepted.
The interviews were scheduled, and informed consent forms were given to each
participant. The participants were asked to attend the interview with signed forms, which
allows time for considering participation. The interview lasted no longer than one hour,
and the researcher went through each question and took notes. The notes were
transcribed, and each person met for a second time with the researcher to approve the
transcription of the interview or make the necessary changes at the meeting. This process
was used to strengthen the qualitative trustworthiness (Chenail, 2011; Merriam, 1998).
Trustworthiness
Because qualitative data are largely about collecting the opinions and perceptions
of others, these weaknesses have the potential to lessen the trustworthiness of a research
study. The recognition of methodological weaknesses and steps taken to minimize the
negative effects is important (Gay et al., 2012; Merriam, 1998). As stated by Chenail
(2011), trustworthiness is an important factor in qualitative inquiry and crucial in
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evaluating the worth of a research study. The credit for the focus on trustworthiness in
qualitative studies is usually given to Lincoln and Guba (1985), according to Bogdan and
Biklen (2011) and Creswell (2012).
In conducting this study, the trustworthiness was decided by the following factors:
(a) confirmability, (b) credibility, (c) dependability, and (d) transferability. The first
factor, confirmability, is the objectivity that is given in the collection, analysis, and the
understanding of data. The researcher used a survey instrument that had been validated to
ensure confirmability. Further confirmability was initiated by understanding any biases,
assumptions, or beliefs that may contribute to collection efforts. To ensure the practices
in this study increased trustworthiness, the researcher remained open to bias possibilities
within the study implementation and provided necessary details of any occurrences.
The second factor affecting trustworthiness was whether data were credible.
Credibility infers data collected will truly measure the area intended in the research study.
To establish credibility, the researcher met with each interview participant after
transcribing the notes from the original meeting to ensure the participants were given the
opportunity for revisions or corrections to intended responses
The third factor was dependability of qualitative data. The degree to which data
were coded consistently is known as dependability. Mills (2013) indicated in his research
that through the detailed use of recording data collection and analysis the trustworthiness
of a study could be increased. The fourth factor of trustworthiness is transferability. This
refers to the extent to which the results of the study can be replicated in a different
environment (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). To ensure the trustworthiness of the study in
relation to transferability, the researcher carefully recorded the details used in the study
site so that transferability for other researchers can be determined.
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Data analysis. Survey data were completed with a download into a spreadsheet
from the secure website, SurveyMonkey (2017). Data used a 9-point Likert scale for
quantitative data results. In order to analyze data, descriptive statistics were used to
determine the responses for each survey item and subscale category using mean, standard
deviation, and mode based upon demographic data. The first grouping of responses was
by general education and special education responses to answer Research Question 1.
Based upon the responses to demographic information in answer to years of teaching
experience, the second grouping of responses compared preservice or graduate training to
veteran teacher responses using mean, standard deviation, and mode descriptive statistics
to answer Research Question 2. The third grouping of responses were by general
education and administration responses in order to answer Research Question 3. All
responses for each grouping used the subscale category of student engagement,
instructional strategies, and classroom management for comparison. Comparisons were
made using t-tests for statistical significance. As reported by Creswell (2012), statistical
significance is frequently used in social sciences with a probability level or alpha
response of .05 or less.
Qualitative responses received for open-ended quantitative survey questions and
interview protocols (see Appendices A and B) were analyzed by the researcher. The
researcher made the decision to personally review and analyze data rather than attempt to
use an available software program. This decision was made because of the researcher’s
personal connection to the school environment for data analysis and an interpretation of
qualitative data derived from both the survey questions and the participant interviews
(Merriam, 1998, 2009; Mills, 2013).
Survey question responses were sorted according to general education teacher and
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special education teacher responses. The survey results received from each group of
participants, along with the interview notes from each group, were typewritten into a
word document. The documents were inductively analyzed utilizing specific categories
collected from analysis of data. Until the survey and interview responses were received,
the categories that were identified were unclear. Data were analyzed to review patterns
and overarching themes. Connections were established by narratives used to describe the
perceptions of the participants. The results were analyzed to provide answers for
Research Question 4 of this study.
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Chapter 4: Results
The problem this sequential mixed methods study addressed was school
administrators were uncertain about the perceptions of general and special education
teachers’ self-efficacy regarding effective inclusion within the general education
classroom. This study compared the perceived self-efficacy of elementary and middle
school general and special education teachers, as well as the perception of administrators,
in order to identify specific areas of needed support and training.
Research Question 1 Results
The research question was as follows: What are the differences in self-reported
levels of self-efficacy between general and special education teachers? In order to answer
this research question, the survey responses were separated by general education and
special education teachers. Descriptive statistics were used to determine the differences
between the two groups to each question in the subscale categories (see Table 2, Table 3,
and Table 4).
A t test calculation was performed for each subscale of the survey for the general
education and special education teacher responses. Participant responses to each question
were compiled for each subscale in order to perform the t test. The subscales included
student engagement, classroom management, and instructional strategies. These
subscales were used to compare general education participant responses against special
education teacher surveyed results.
Survey subscale student engagement. In the subscale category of student
engagement, the general education teachers had a mean score of 6.73 with a standard
deviation of 1.44 compared to a score of 6.87 and a standard deviation of 1.17 for
perceptions of special education teachers. The difference in mean scores was 0.14
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percentage points and reflected a higher rating that was not statistically significant
difference for special education teachers. The t test results were t(41) = -0.55, p =
0.587242.
Table 2
Student Engagement: General Education and Special Education Teachers
General education
Special education
Survey Item
M
SD
Mode
M
SD
Mode
1. How much can you do to get through to the
6.27 1.77
5
7.00
1.63
7
most difficult students?
2. How much can you do to help your students
6.93 1.25
7
6.00
1.55
7
think critically?
4. How much can you do to motivate students
6.38 1.32
7
7.00
0.00
7
who show low interest in school work?
6. How much can you do to get students to
7.41 1.12
7
8.00
1.15
9
believe they can do well in school work?
9. How much can you do to help your students
6.72 1.49
7
7.00
0.00
7
value learning?
12. How much can you do to foster student
7.07 1.46
7
6.50
1.00
7
creativity?
14. How much can you do to improve the
6.43 1.32
7
7.00
0.00
7
understanding of a student who is failing?
22. How much can you assist families in helping
6.64 1.45
7
6.50
1.91
5
their children do well in school?
Note. N = 34. Special education N = 4. 1 = Nothing. 3 = Very little. 5 = Some influence. 7 = Quite a bit.
9 = A great deal.

Survey subscale classroom management. In the subscale category of classroom
management, the general education teachers had a mean score of 7.08 with a standard
deviation of 1.41 compared to a score of 7.48 and a standard deviation of 1.27 for
perceptions of special education teachers. The difference in mean scores was 0.40
percentage points and reflected a higher positive difference for special education teachers
that was not statistically significant. The t test results were t(37) = -1.60, p = 0.119011.
Survey subscale instructional strategies. In the subscale category of
instructional strategies, the general education teachers had a mean score of 7.21 with a
standard deviation of 1.39 compared to a score of 7.41 and a standard deviation of 1.12
for perceptions of special education teachers. The difference in mean scores was 0.20
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percentage points and reflected a higher positive difference for special education teachers
that was not statistically significant. The t test results were t(40) = -0.91, p = 0.369635.
Table 3
Classroom Management: General Education and Special Education Teachers
General education
Special education
Survey Item
M
SD
Mode
M
SD
Mode
3. How much can you do to control disruptive
6.86 1.51
7
7.50
1.91
9
behavior in the classroom?
5. To what extent can you make your
7.76 1.35
9
8.50
1.00
9
expectations clear about student behavior?
8. How well can you establish routines to keep
7.48 1.27
7
7.50
1.00
7
activities running smoothly?
13. How much can you do to get children to
7.28 1.39
7
7.67
1.15
7
follow classroom rules?
15. How much can you do to calm a student who
6.31 1.23
7
7.00
0.00
7
is disruptive or noisy?
16. How well can you establish a classroom
7.13 1.38
7
7.00
0.00
7
management system with each group of
students?
19. How well can you keep a few problem
6.79 1.11
7
7.50
1.00
7
students from ruining an entire lesson?
21. How well can you respond to defiant
7.07 1.68
7
6.50
1.00
7
students?
Note. N = 34. Special education N = 4. 1 = Nothing. 3 = Very little. 5 = Some influence. 7 = Quite a bit.
9 = A great deal.

Research Question 2 Results
The research question was as follows: What is the difference in self-efficacy
between preservice or graduates with inclusion training and more experienced teachers?
In order to answer this question, the participant responses were first separated by the
demographics question, “Did you receive training in preservice or graduate education to
prepare you for inclusive classroom training? This question was yes or no. Out of the 38
respondents only 9 answered no to the question (see Table 5). Out of each category
between 25% to 33% did not have inclusion training as part of preservice or graduate
education.
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Table 4
Instructional Strategies: General Education and Special Education Teachers
General education
Special education
Survey Item
M
SD
Mode
M
SD
Mode
7. How well can you respond to difficult
7.59 1.08
7
8.00
1.15
7
questions from your students?
10. How much can you gauge student
7.14 1.30
7
7.00
1.63
7
comprehension of what you have taught?
11. To what extent can you craft good questions
7.40 1.22
7
7.00
2.00
NA
for your students?
17. How much can you do to adjust your lessons to 7.13 1.57
7
7.67
1.15
7
the proper level for individual students?
18. How much can you use a variety of assessment
7.27 1.26
7
7.50
1.00
7
strategies?
20. To what extent can you provide an alternative
7.21 1.66
7
7.00
0.00
7
explanation or example when students are
confused?
23. How well can you implement alternative
7.14 1.51
7
7.50
1.00
7
strategies in your classroom?
24. How well can you provide appropriate
6.86 1.51
7
7.50
1.00
7
challenges for very capable students?
Note. N = 34. Special education N = 4. 1 = Nothing. 3 = Very little. 5 = Some influence. 7 = Quite a bit.
9 = A great deal.

Table 5
Demographics of Participants not Receiving Preservice or
Graduate Inclusion Training
Teaching experience

Participants

Yes

No

0 to 2 Years

4

3

1

3 to 5 Years

4

3

1

5 to 10 Years

0

0

0

10 to 15 Years

10

8

2

15 to 20 Years

12

8

4

20 or more years

7

6

1

Note. N = 37.
To compare the self-efficacy of teachers who had received training in preservice
or graduate education preparation and those who had not received training, the responses
were separated by the yes and no answer to each survey question. Descriptive statistics
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were used to determine mean and standard deviation. The mode was also used to
determine the most frequent response of the group. The self-efficacy subscales were
compared for each group by survey question (see Table 6, Table 7, and Table 8).
Table 6
Student Engagement: Preservice or Graduate Inclusion Training
Training
M
SD
Mode
6.57 1.91
5

Without training
M
SD
Mode
6.11
1.45
5

Survey Item
1. How much can you do to get through to the
most difficult students?
2. How much can you do to help your students
6.92 1.17
7
6.78
1.56
7
think critically?
4. How much can you do to motivate students
6.56 1.28
7
6.33
1.00
7
who show low interest in school work?
6. How much can you do to get students to
7.67 1.11
7
7.00
1.00
7
believe they can do well in school work?
9. How much can you do to help your students
7.00 1.13
7
6.33
2.00
7
value learning?
12. How much can you do to foster student
7.30 1.32
7
6.33
1.41
5
creativity?
14. How much can you do to improve the
6.77 1.31
7
6.11
1.05
7
understanding of a student who is failing?
22. How much can you assist families in helping
6.61 1.27
7
7.00
1.86
5
their children do well in school?
Note. N = 37. Special education N = 4. 1 = Nothing. 3 = Very little. 5 = Some influence. 7 = Quite a bit.
9 = A great deal.

A t test calculation was performed for each subscale of the survey for those who
had received preservice or graduate inclusion training and those who had not. Participant
responses to each question were compiled for each subscale to perform the t test. The
subscales included student engagement, classroom management, and instructional
strategies. These subscales were used to compare participants with and without preservice
or graduate inclusion training.
Survey subscale student engagement. In the subscale category of student
engagement, the teachers who reported not having preservice or graduate inclusion
training had a mean score of 6.52 with a standard deviation of 1.45 compared to a score
of 6.92 and a standard deviation of 1.37 for teachers with inclusion training. The
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difference in mean scores was 0.40 percentage points and reflected a positive statistically
significant difference for teachers with inclusion training. The t test results were t(114) =
-2.06, p = 0.042036.
Table 7
Classroom Management: Preservice or Graduate Inclusion Training
Training
M
SD
Mode
7.15 1.46
7

Without training
M
SD
Mode
6.78
1.94
9

Survey Item
3. How much can you do to control disruptive
behavior in the classroom?
5. To what extent can you make your
7.96 1.02
7
7.44
1.94
9
expectations clear about student behavior?
8. How well can you establish routines to keep
7.59 1.22
7
7.22
1.20
7
activities running smoothly?
13. How much can you do to get children to
7.46 1.30
7
7.22
1.56
7
follow classroom rules?
15. How much can you do to calm a student who
6.54 1.30
7
6.11
1.05
7
is disruptive or noisy?
16. How well can you establish a classroom
7.21 1.30
7
7.44
1.67
9
management system with each group of
students?
19. How well can you keep a few problem
7.00 1.36
7
6.78
0.67
7
students from ruining an entire lesson?
21. How well can you respond to defiant
7.15 1.69
7
7.00
1.41
7
students?
Note. N = 37. Special education N = 4. 1 = Nothing. 3 = Very little. 5 = Some influence. 7 = Quite a bit.
9 = A great deal.

Survey subscale classroom management. In the subscale category of classroom
management, the teachers who reported not having preservice or graduate inclusion
training had a mean score of 7.02 with a standard deviation of 1.46 compared to a score
of 7.28 and a standard deviation of 1.37 for teachers with inclusion training. The
difference in mean scores was 0.26 percentage points and reflected a positive difference
for teachers with inclusion training. The t test results, while not statistically significant,
were t(113) = -1.30, p = 0.197527.
Survey subscale instructional strategies. In the subscale category of
instructional strategies, the teachers who reported not having preservice or graduate
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inclusion training had a mean score of 6.71 with a standard deviation of 1.68 compared to
a score of 7.46 and a standard deviation of 1.16 for teachers with inclusion training. The
difference in mean scores was 0.75 percentage points and reflected a positive statistically
significant difference for teachers with inclusion training. The t test results were t(87) = 3.39, p = 0.001042.
Table 8
Instructional Strategies: Preservice or Graduate Inclusion Training
Training
M
SD
Mode
7.81 1.00
7

Without training
M
SD
Mode
7.00
1.15
7

Survey Item
7. How well can you respond to difficult
questions from your students?
10. How much can you gauge student
7.37 1.11
7
6.56
1.67
7
comprehension of what you have taught?
11. To what extent can you craft good questions
7.52 1.19
7
7.22
1.56
7
for your students?
17. How much can you do to adjust your lessons to 7.59 1.34
7
6.25
1.83
7
the proper level for individual students?
18. How much can you use a variety of assessment
7.50 1.04
7
6.78
1.56
7
strategies?
20. To what extent can you provide an alternative
7.54 1.21
7
6.33
2.00
7
explanation or example when students are
confused?
23. How well can you implement alternative
7.22 1.15
7
7.00
2.00
7
strategies in your classroom?
24. How well can you provide appropriate
7.15 1.23
7
6.56
1.94
7
challenges for very capable students?
Note. N = 37. Special education N = 4. 1 = Nothing. 3 = Very little. 5 = Some influence. 7 = Quite a bit.
9 = A great deal.

Research Question 3 Results
The research question was as follows: What are the perceptions of administrator’s
regarding the effectiveness of preservice or graduate’s inclusion training compared to
their perception of veteran teachers? In order to answer this question, the perceptions of
administrator survey results were compared to those of general and special education
teacher responses. The preservice and graduate inclusion training was not particular to
any group of teachers based upon experience so the entire subgroup of administration and
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general education teachers were used for comparison (see Table 9, Table 10, and Table
11).
Table 9
Student Engagement: Teachers and Administration

Survey Item
1. How much can you do to get through to the
most difficult students?
2. How much can you do to help your students
think critically?
4. How much can you do to motivate students
who show low interest in school work?
6. How much can you do to get students to
believe they can do well in school work?
9. How much can you do to help your students
value learning?
12. How much can you do to foster student
creativity?
14. How much can you do to improve the
understanding of a student who is failing?
22. How much can you assist families in helping
their children do well in school?

M
6.35

Teachers
SD
Mode
1.76
5

Administration
M
SD
Mode
7.67
2.31
9

6.82

1.26

7

7.67

1.15

7

6.45

1.25

7

7.00

0.00

7

7.48

1.12

7

7.67

1.15

7

6.75

1.41

7

7.67

1.15

7

7.00

1.41

7

7.67

1.15

7

6.50

1.24

7

7.67

1.15

7

6.63

1.48

7

7.67

1.15

7

Note. N = 3. Administration N = 3. 1 = Nothing. 3 = Very little. 5 = Some influence. 7 = Quite a bit.
9 = A great deal.

A t test calculation was performed for each subscale of the survey for the general
and special education teacher and administrator responses. Participant responses to each
question were compiled for each subscale in order to perform the t test. The subscales
included student engagement, classroom management, and instructional strategies. These
subscales were used to compare teacher participant responses against administrator
surveyed results.
Survey subscale student engagement. In the subscale category of student
engagement, the general and special education teachers had a mean score of 6.75 with a
standard deviation of 1.41 compared to a score of 7.58 and a standard deviation of 1.08
for administrative perceptions of self-efficacy. The difference in mean scores was 0.83

59
percentage points and reflected a statistically significant difference for administrators.
The t test results were t(30) = 3.47, p = 0.001601.
Table 10
Classroom Management: Teachers and Administration

Survey Item
3. How much can you do to control disruptive
behavior in the classroom?
5. To what extent can you make your
expectations clear about student behavior?
8. How well can you establish routines to keep
activities running smoothly?
13. How much can you do to get children to
follow classroom rules?
15. How much can you do to calm a student who
is disruptive or noisy?
16. How well can you establish a classroom
management system with each group of
students?
19. How well can you keep a few problem
students from ruining an entire lesson?
21. How well can you respond to defiant
students?

M
6.94

Teachers
SD
Mode
1.54
7

Administration
M
SD
Mode
8.33
1.15
9

7.85

1.33

9

7.67

1.15

7

7.48

1.23

7

7.67

1.15

7

7.31

1.35

7

8.33

1.15

9

6.38

1.18

7

7.00

2.00

NA

7.18

1.34

7

8.33

1.15

9

6.88

1.22

7

7.67

1.15

7

7.00

1.61

7

8.33

1.15

9

Note. N = 3. Administration N = 3. 1 = Nothing. 3 = Very little. 5 = Some influence. 7 = Quite a bit.
9 = A great deal.

Survey subscale classroom management. In the subscale category of classroom
management, the general and special education teachers had a mean score of 7.13 with a
standard deviation of 1.40 compared to a score of 7.91 and a standard deviation of 1.18
for administrative survey responses. The difference in mean scores was 0.78 percentage
points and reflected a statistically significant difference. The t test results were t(29) =
3.08, p = 0.0044668.
Survey subscale instructional strategies. In the subscale category of
instructional strategies, the general and special education teachers had a mean score of
7.24 with a standard deviation of 1.36 compared to a score of 7.78 and a standard
deviation of 0.98 for administrative perception survey responses. The difference in mean
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scores was 0.54 percentage points and reflected a statistically significant difference. The t
test results were t(30) = 2.43, p = 0.021204.
Table 11
Instructional Strategies: Teachers and Administration
Teachers
Administration
Survey Item
M
SD
Mode
M
SD
Mode
7. How well can you respond to difficult
7.65 1.08
7
7.67
1.15
7
questions from your students?
10. How much can you gauge student
7.12 1.32
7
7.67
1.15
7
comprehension of what you have taught?
11. To what extent can you craft good questions
7.36 1.27
7
8.33
1.15
9
for your students?
17. How much can you do to adjust your lessons to 7.18 1.53
7
9.00
0.00
9
the proper level for individual students?
18. How much can you use a variety of assessment
7.29 1.22
7
7.67
1.15
7
strategies?
20. To what extent can you provide an alternative
7.19 1.55
7
7.67
1.15
7
explanation or example when students are
confused?
23. How well can you implement alternative
7.18 1.45
7
7.00
0.00
7
strategies in your classroom?
24. How well can you provide appropriate
6.94 1.46
7
7.67
1.15
7
challenges for very capable students?
Note. N = 3. Administration N = 3. 1 = Nothing. 3 = Very little. 5 = Some influence. 7 = Quite a bit.
9 = A great deal.

Research Question 4 Results
The research question was as follows: What do general education, special
education, and administrators perceive as the greatest needs related to improving teacher
self-efficacy? In order to answer this research question, the interview protocol responses
were inductively analyzed from data collecting during the interviews from each group of
participants. Interviews were conducted with five general education teachers, two special
education teachers, and two administrators from the research study site.
General education teachers interview responses. The questions from the
interview protocol were used to respond to the research question. Five general education
teachers were interviewed. The teachers revealed that the experiences with special-needs
students within an inclusive classroom had provided effective accommodations and
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modifications of instruction, the ability to decipher what is expected from what can be
accomplished, positive communications with parents, collaboration with special needs
teachers, the ability to include special needs students in small groups, and the help of
special education teachers in providing assistance in instructing students with special
needs. The general education teachers perceived effectiveness levels had changed
positively in the following ways: (a) aggressive lesson planning to ensure reaching
students with special needs, (b) communication with students and peers, and (c) teaching
styles, methods, or strategies. Effectiveness changed in a negative manner for one general
education teacher who stated, “It is difficult to work with students with special needs
because the setting is too fast paced and they get frustrated.”
General education teachers believed that the inclusive experience benefited
students with special needs. Those benefits included: (a) socialization, (b) some level of
academic success, (c) exposure to different learning styles, (d) limited frustrations, (e) a
sense of accomplishment, (f) ability to participate with whole group instruction, (g)
participate in small group instruction, and (h) access to additional special education
teacher accommodations, if necessary. The perceived benefits for students without
special needs was that coteachers also help these students who sometimes need one-onone time. Students also receive the benefit of teachers having more planning time. While
helping others, students share sensitivity experiences, learn leadership skills, and that
they can be an inspiration for a peer
The benefit of inclusion to general education teachers was that a greater sense of
accomplishment from students learning was achieved, collaboration partners, the
opportunity to be more effective through collaboration and reaching every student, allows
the teacher to use differentiated instruction, better organization, and planning. The
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general education teachers believed the benefits for special education teachers were more
collaboration to ensure student success, seeing kids feel successful, lesson planning,
coteaching, coplanning, and being part of a cohesive team.
The effectiveness of inclusion can be improved within the general education
classroom by making sure that the focus is on all subjects and not just reading and
mathematics. Other suggestions from general education teachers included more resource
teachers, time for coteachers to plan lessons together, training on effectively including
special-need students, grouping students by academic levels, and more one-on-one time
with students with special needs. General education teachers believe that student needs
are being met but can be improved.
General education teachers do believe that students with special needs are
receiving the attention necessary to succeed. Some of the ways students are receiving
attention is through collaboration and lesson planning with special education teachers,
peer helpers, small group instruction, classroom monitoring, written and oral
communication, one-on-one education time, progress monitoring, accommodations,
checking for understanding, parental support, tutoring, intervention, and pull-out
sessions. Students without special needs are also receiving needed attention. Many times,
it comes in the same form as those with special needs that benefits general education
students. The general education teachers identified the following benefits specifically for
students without special needs: (a) monitoring to ensure the student is being successful,
(b) receiving time and attention, (c) observations, (d) feedback, (e) positive
communication, (f) encouragement, (g) tutoring, (h) interventions, (i) small groups, and
(j) peer helpers.
General education teachers interviewed reported how training and education had
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prepared them to teach in an inclusive classroom. “I feel more training should have been
given on special education students. Work experience has been biggest trainer.” Another
participant response was, “In college there was a lot of theory, not actual training.”
Another response was, “Student teaching and family connections helped me understand
what is needed for special-needs students.” Another participant stated, “My education
didn’t prepare me to effectively teach students with special needs.” The final general
education participant added, “My education gave me a better understanding of what was
needed from me.” General education teachers believed that the strengths of both general
and special education teachers were: (a) knowledge of learning styles, behavior expertise,
and personality traits working for student success, (b) coteaching with two sets of
expertise, (c) good common sense, (d) variety of teaching methods and strategies, (e)
techniques to reach all students, and (f) teachers working as a team to ensure student
success.
Based upon the interviews of the perceptions of general education teachers,
school leadership supports successful inclusion by: (a) being flexible and understanding
that all students do not learn the same way, (b) maximizing teacher time, (c) one-on-one
support from special education teachers, (d) documentation of special interventions, (e)
acting as a buffer with student behaviors, and (f) understanding the individualized
education plan and special education needs of students. General education teachers
believe in order for inclusion to be successful that more training is needed for reading
deficiency, assistance for struggling readers, importance of following individualized
plans, accommodations, modeling of inclusive classroom, teaching techniques,
coteaching, mentoring, and special education foundational training. One general
education teacher said, “Colleges should implement more experience working with
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students with special needs.”
Special education teacher interview responses. The questions from the
interview protocol were used to respond to the research question. Two special education
teachers were interviewed. Both teachers revealed that the experiences with special-needs
students had provided positive collaborative teaching relationships and improved
differentiated instructions for the general education classrooms. Both teachers believed
that the experience for the students with special needs gave them more self-confidence
and increased socialization skills. The perceived benefits for students without special
needs was that these students, who sometimes struggle with instruction also, can benefit
without being uncomfortable and having to ask for additional help. The students also
benefit by being peer helpers to students with special needs.
The effectiveness of inclusion can be improved within the general education
classroom by making sure that special education teachers are used in activities related to
educating students instead of assigned to more mundane tasks that can be done by
nonteaching staff. Other ideas were smaller classrooms, more utilization of peer helpers,
and even more differentiated instruction. Special education teachers believe that student
needs are being met but can be improved.
Special education teachers believe that students with special needs are receiving
attention necessary to succeed. Some of the ways they are receiving attention is through
differentiated instruction, collaborative, and strategic teaching. Additionally, this is
accomplished by following the individual educational plan and teaching to the learning
style of the student. Students without special needs are also receiving needed attention.
This comes in the form of receiving extended time and scaffolded assignments because of
special-needs students within the classroom. This also gives these students more tiered
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assignments, the opportunity to apply learning received through alternative approaches,
and the students can move ahead through extensive activities.
Both special education teachers interviewed reported how training and education
had prepared them to teach in an inclusive classroom. One teacher nicely summed the
basic thoughts of both teachers stating, “My education didn’t teach me how to effectively
teach students, but my experience has.” The other special education teacher also had a
mentor that taught her how to effectively teach students with special needs. Both teacher
groups believed that the strengths of both general and special education teachers were
“The ability to think outside the box, the ability to work cooperatively, and the ability to
believe that all children can learn, just in a different way.”
Based upon the interviews of the perceptions of special education teachers, school
leadership does not invest or provide needed support for effective inclusion. Teachers
believe leaders think that providing data will drive up student scores. Teachers are not
given the necessary time to (a) collaborate for the greatest impact, (b) deliver
interventions, or (c) effectively plan. Special education teachers believe in order for
inclusion to be successful that more training is needed for paraprofessional support and
how to change the mindset of teachers on special education and inclusive classrooms.
Administrative interview responses. The questions from the interview protocol
were used to respond to the research question. Two administrative members of the staff
were interviewed. Both administrators revealed that the experiences with special-needs
students had provided positive collaborative with teacher relationships and improved
coteaching with differentiated instructions for the general education classrooms.
Additionally, effectiveness was seen with small explicit groups and peer tutoring. Both
administrators believed inclusion effectiveness was gained through pursuing
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differentiated instruction knowledge and students with special needs were learning more
social skills utilizing varied instruction and modeling with exposure to grade-level
standards. The perceived benefits for students without special needs was differentiated
instruction. These students learned social skills on how to interact with students with
disabilities.
The administration response to the interviews believed that general education
teachers get frustrated because the inclusive classroom hinders the general education
students because of the extra time needed for students with special needs. Administrators
believed that special education teachers were excited that special education students were
learning and because collaborative teaching was working well. Furthermore, they
perceived “morale is lifted, test scores are better, and the school isn’t on the failure list.”
The effectiveness of inclusion can be improved within the general education
classroom by allowing teachers time to plan and the “development of grade level material
for special needs students but on a lower level.” Administrators believe that students with
special needs are receiving attention necessary to succeed. Some of the ways they are
receiving attention is through differentiated instruction, reteaching in the resource room,
specialized instructions, tier assignments, extra time, and peer tutoring. Students without
special needs are also receiving needed attention. This comes in form of tier assignments,
extra time for learning skills, peer tutoring, and explicit instructions.
On administrator reported that learning about exceptionalities and how to teach
based upon learning styles was part of education and training received on how to teach in
an inclusive classroom in college. The other administrator believed that professional
development was better education than that received at college. Both administrators
believed that the strengths of both general and special education teachers were strategies,
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team work, collaboration, and cohesiveness when working on the academic success of
students.
Based upon the interviews of the perceptions of administrators, school leadership
supports effective inclusion by providing needed resources for special-needs students,
and sending teachers to workshops. Administrators also believe more hands-on training
and support is needed for teachers to be successful at inclusion and the learning styles of
exceptional students.
Summary of interviews. The research question was: What do general education,
special education, and administrators perceive as the greatest needs related to improving
teacher self-efficacy? All three groups interviewed had general ideas and thoughts that
related well to each other. Six ways were agreed upon that would increase teacher selfefficacy and improve inclusion within the general education classroom. Based upon the
responses of general and special education teachers, as well as administrators, the best
way to improve inclusion and increase teacher self-efficacy is to: (a) more training and
assistance for students with reading deficiency; (b) paraprofessional support training; (c)
teaching strategies that focus on all subjects and not just on reading and mathematics; (d)
mentoring; (e) hands-on training and teaching techniques for exceptional student learning
styles and how to effectively include and teach special-needs students; and (f) create time
for coteachers to plan lessons together, collaborate for greatest impact, and how to deliver
intervention for the academic success of all students.
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Chapter 5: Discussion
This chapter was completed by interpreting data from results of the research
study. Elaborations were given for each research question and the literature was used to
make implications from the results. This final chapter concludes by discussing the study
limitations and recommendations.
Overview of the Applied Dissertation
This sequential mixed methods study was designed to compare the perceptions,
attitudes, and self-efficacy of elementary and middle school general and special education
teachers, and administrators regarding inclusion. The study identified specific areas of
needed support and training to improve these factors. The study took place at a
kindergarten through Grade 8 research site in the southeastern portion of the United
States. The problem that must be addressed was that school administrators are uncertain
about the perceptions of general and special education teachers’ self-efficacy regarding
effective instructional inclusion of students with special needs in the general education
classroom.
Using quantitative survey inquiry and qualitative interview protocols, the study
examined the perceptions of general, special education teachers, and administrators to
compare responses to the research questions. Research questions inquired into the
perceptions of inclusion effectiveness and what training could be provided to assist with
the challenges of inclusion within the general classroom.
Elaboration and Interpretation of Results
Research Question 1. The first research question was as follows: What are the
differences in self-reported levels of self-efficacy between general and special education
teachers? The survey divided the questions into three subscales categories of student
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engagement, classroom management, and instructional strategies. Upon comparison of
special education and general education teachers the results did not find any category that
showed a statistically significant difference in self-efficacy between the two groups of
teachers. The category that had the most difference in self-efficacy reporting was for the
subscale of classroom management. The special education teachers felt more confident in
managing students with disabilities. The special education scoring slightly higher in selfefficacy for classroom management, student engagement, and instructional strategies
should be expected as teachers have had more training in these areas for student with
special needs.
According to Strieker et al. (2013) after preservice teachers have attended
education methods classes which are devoted to inclusive methods self-efficacy
increases. This was further confirmed by Scheer, Scholz, Rank, and Donie (2015) who
states that preservice teachers, especially those engaging in special education generally
think more positively of inclusion within a general education classroom. Furthermore,
elementary or primary school teachers also have a tendency to be more positive towards
inclusion than teachers secondary or high school teachers (Scheer et al., 2015).
A study conducted by Shoulders and Krei (2015) investigated whether a
significant difference could be perceived between the mean scores of teachers’ selfefficacy between general and special education teachers in the three subscales. The
researchers used the short version of the form used in this study. The Teachers’ Sense of
Efficacy Scale was used in the Shoulders and Krei study to survey 256 teachers from 21
rural public high schools in Tennessee and Indiana. The results of the Shoulders and Krei
study using convenience sampling, revealed that a statistically significant difference in
mean scores between instructional practices and classroom management when looking at
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years of teaching experience. For the student engagement category, the results were
similar to the findings in this study that revealed all teachers viewed self-efficacy about
the same (Shoulders & Krei, 2015).
Research Question 2. Research Question 2 was as follows: What is the
difference in self-efficacy between preservice or graduates with inclusion training and
more experienced teachers? Since all teacher experience levels had between 25% to 33%
who responded with having had no preservice or graduate inclusion training, the groups
were compared by those with preservice or graduate training and those without training.
In the subscale category of student engagement and instructional strategies those with
training revealed results that statistically significant when compared to the teachers
without preservice or graduate training. Furthermore, in all three subscales, those with
training had improved scores compared those without training.
The survey questions in this study did not ask the nature of the preservice or
graduate inclusion training received from participants. The training did make a
statistically significant difference according to self-efficacy survey results when
compared to participants without training. The value of preservice training was
determined to very effective in a study conducted by Rogers-Haverback and Mee (2015).
This study investigated the self-efficacy of 8 preservice teachers from a university cohort
preparing to teach middle school students. The participants completed the same survey
used in this study at three points during a yearlong internship to teach reading methods to
middle school students. Additionally, the preservice teachers maintained reflection logs.
A significant increase existed between the self-efficacy of the preservice teachers, and the
reflection logs indicated an increase in the ability and the understanding of how to teach
middle school students reading strategies (Rogers-Haverback & Mee, 2015).
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Preservice teachers who positively believe they have control through self-efficacy
over the performance of student-level achievement have more positive attitudes and less
anxiety (Senler, 2016). This was demonstrated in the study conducted by Senler with 356
preservice teaching students from public universities. The study was conducted to
examine relationships between self-efficacy, locus of control, attitude towards teaching,
and subject anxiety. The results demonstrated that the positive correlation was between
self-efficacy and attitude. The results also showed that preservice teachers who believed
they controlled the learning environment and student achievement were less anxious and
more comfortable teaching (Senler, 2016).
Research Question 3. This research question was as follows: What are the
perceptions of administrator’s regarding the effectiveness of preservice or graduate’s
inclusion training compared to their perception of veteran teachers? Since all teacher
experience levels had between 25% to 33% who responded with having had no
preservice or graduate inclusion training, the teacher group included general and special
education teachers and were compared with results from administrators. In the subscale
categories of student engagement, classroom management, and instructional strategies the
administrator responses indicated a perception that inclusion self-efficacy of teachers was
statistically significantly higher than that of the teachers. The incongruence is that
administrators believe general and special education teachers are more effective within
the inclusive classroom than either the general or special education teachers rate
themselves. This incongruence is not uncommon between leadership and teachers.
In a study conducted by Goff, Goldring, and Bickman (2014) the purpose was to
determine if the perception ratings of administration on leadership effectiveness were
congruent with perceptions of teachers. This study was developed with 76 principals and
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over 2100 teachers completing a 72-item survey. The survey forms for each group were
the same. The survey results indicated rather large gaps in the perceptions between these
administration leadership and teachers. The survey established a need for administrative
leaders to provide an avenue for useful and structured feedback from teachers.
The results from Goff et al. (2014) are similar to the incongruent results from
teachers and administrators in a study conducted by Ham, Duyar, and Gumus (2015). In
this study, the effects of ratings of instructional leadership were reviewed to determine
effect on the self-efficacy of teachers. Instructional leadership is defined as actions either
direct or indirect that affect teacher instruction and student achievement. Using an
international survey, the results from 672 principals and 11,323 teachers in four countries
were analyzed. The results in study revealed that in all four countries the incongruence of
instructional leadership perceptions negatively and significantly influenced teacher selfefficacy. Modern approaches to instructional leadership suggest that this should be a
collaborative team effort instead of a task shouldered solely by principals. As schools
move to this model the results should become congruent (Ham et al, 2015).
Research Question 4. This research question was as follows: What do general
education, special education, and administrators perceive as the greatest needs related to
improving teacher self-efficacy? In order to answer this research question, the interview
responses collected were analyzed. Interviews were conducted with five general
education teachers, two special education teachers, and two administrators from the
research study site. Based upon interview responses the best way to improve inclusion
and increase teacher self-efficacy is training that includes reading deficiency,
paraprofessional support, teaching strategies for all subjects, hands-on training,
exceptional student learning styles, and how to effectively include special-needs students.
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Another improvement is to provide a mentoring program because many indicated that the
most effective learning was provided by mentors. The final way to improve inclusion and
self-efficacy is to create time needed for coteacher collaboration.
An important finding during this study, was that teachers learned more from
experience and mentors than from preservice or graduate training. Senler (2016)
suggested that preservice or beginning attitudes to teaching may be improved by mentorteachers or peers who demonstrative positive attitudes and increase self-efficacy. In
additional ways, the literature supported the findings of teachers who believed they
learned more from experience and professional development than from preservice or
graduate education.
In a mixed methods designed study conducted by Sandholtz and Ringstaff (2014).
In the longitudinal study, 39 teachers from 16 school districts underwent a 3-year
professional development training designed to increase self-efficacy in teaching science
to elementary students in prekindergarten to Grade 2. All the teachers had completed at
least one course in science. The professional development provided over 100 hours of
training to the teachers over 3 years and was designed to increase science content
knowledge and to foster use of instructional strategies.
The study revealed that the overall self-efficacy of teachers increased with
statistical significance each year, throughout the professional development curriculum for
teachers. At the beginning of the study, 51% did not believe to know the necessary steps
to teach science. At the end of the study all teachers reported to know steps needed to
teach science. A positive relationship exists between the self-efficacy of teachers,
professional development, and the use of instructional practices (Sandholtz & Ringstaff,
2014).
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Conclusions and Summary of Results
In all three subscales of the survey, the special education teachers scored slightly
higher than general education teachers for self-efficacy. With the additional training
provided to special education teachers for inclusion this is not surprising. Of interest was
all experience levels of teachers had both received and not received preservice or
graduate training on inclusion. The researcher anticipated that teachers with less
experience would have received the training and that many of the more experienced
teachers would not have received the training. Yet, a solid 25% to 33% in each category
responded that they did not received preservice or graduate training on inclusion. Another
interesting factor was that administrator responses revealed that they thought teachers
were doing well with inclusion and had all the support and materials needed. That was
not the perception of teachers who perceived a need for more support and training.
Administrators did also believe that more training was also needed.
Based upon interview responses the best way to improve inclusion and increase
teacher self-efficacy is training that includes reading deficiency, paraprofessional
support, teaching strategies for all subjects, hands-on training, exceptional student
learning styles, and how to effectively include special-needs students. Another
improvement is to provide a mentoring program because many indicated that the most
effective learning was provided by mentors. The final way to improve inclusion and selfefficacy is to create time needed for coteacher collaboration.
Implications of Findings
The problem this sequential mixed methods study addressed was school
administrators were uncertain about the perceptions of general and special education
teachers’ self-efficacy regarding effective inclusion within the general education
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classroom. This study compared the perceived self-efficacy of elementary and middle
school general and special education teachers, as well as the perception of administrators,
in order to identify specific areas of needed support and training.
The difference between general and special education teacher perceptions of selfefficacy was insignificant. A slightly higher perception of self-efficacy was perceived
among special education teachers that may be attributed to additional education on
teaching special needs students. The difference is not statistically significant and with
continuous ongoing training for all teachers the gap should become even less. A
difference existed between teachers who experienced preservice and graduate training for
inclusion and those who did not. As inclusion has become the standard classroom instead
of the exception, almost all preservice teachers will be receiving training in the future.
Ongoing and continuous professional development will continue to improve the selfefficacy of those who did not receive preservice or graduate training for inclusion.
Administrators believed that training, especially hands-on training, for inclusion
methods and strategies would improve inclusion within the general education classroom.
This is consistent with the options of both general and special education teachers and is
important because administrator perceptions of the abilities of teachers to manage
inclusive classrooms is not congruent. Teachers should ensure that administrators are
aware of any concerns and needs to provide resources within the general education
classroom. This communication of needed resources and training aligns with the
recommendations of all three groups regarding the best way to improve inclusion and
increase teacher self-efficacy.
Based upon interview responses the best way to improve inclusion and increase
teacher self-efficacy is training that includes reading deficiency, paraprofessional
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support, teaching strategies for all subjects, hands-on training, exceptional student
learning styles, and how to effectively include special-needs students. Another
improvement is to provide a mentoring program because many indicated that the most
effective learning was provided by mentors. The final way to improve inclusion and selfefficacy is to create time needed for coteacher collaboration.
Limitations
As described by Creswell (2012), limitations can exist within either the design or
the implementation of a study, and several have been identified that may exist within this
study. One limitation was that the researcher developed the interview instrument based
upon the literature review. Researcher bias may have influenced the instrument design.
The threat of this possibility was minimized by using a panel to offer feedback on the
instrument design. Another potential threat to internal validity that was beyond the
researcher’s control was that participants may be affected by their own experiences,
biases, maturity levels, and years of experience. Another limitation was that the results of
this study may not be able to be applied to other school sites, but this is a common
limitation in research and is unavoidable (Creswell, 2012). In order to limit the potential
threat of this transferability, the researcher completely analyzed data responses and
documented the details to increase the transferability of the findings (Lincoln & Guba,
1985, Merriam, 1998, 2009).
Recommendations
Recommendations for future practice based upon the research study results were a
part of this dissertation. Based upon the study results, a few recommendations were
revealed. One recommendation is to assign new teachers, who do not have much teaching
experience a mentor. Many teachers reported that the best training was received from
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mentors who took the time to help them learn. Senler (2016) suggested that preservice or
beginning attitudes to teaching may be improved by mentor-teachers or peers who
demonstrative positive attitudes and increase self-efficacy.
Research shows that a positive relationship is evident between teacher selfefficacy and student achievement (Almeida, Jameson, Riesen, & McDonnell, 2016; Ham
et al., 2015; Hen & Goroshit, 2016; Sandholtz & Ringstaff, 2014; Senler, 2016;
Shoulders & Krei, 2015; Yoon, Evans & Strobel, 2014). Teachers in this study believed
they could influence students and outcomes quite a bit. The higher rating, however,
would have been for teachers to agree they had a great deal of influence. A need exists to
increase teacher self-efficacy to maximize student achievement. One recommendation to
accomplish this increase in self-efficacy is for ongoing professional development to be
provided for the best practices in the area of instructional strategies.
A final recommendation is to explore in more depth the incongruence between
administration’s perceptions of teacher effectiveness and the self-efficacy perceptions of
teachers. The survey revealed a disconnect between leadership support and special
education teacher views of leadership support. Based upon the interviews of the
perceptions of special education teachers, school leadership does not invest or provide
needed support for effective inclusion.
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Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale1
Teacher Beliefs

A great deal

Quite a bit

Some
influence

Very little

Nothing

Directions: This questionnaire is designed to help us gain a better
understanding of the kinds of things that create difficulties for
teachers in their school activities. Please indicate your opinion
about each of the statements below. Your answers are
confidential.

How much can you do?

1. How much can you do to get through to the most difficult
students?

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

2. How much can you do to help your students think critically?

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

3. How much can you do to control disruptive behavior in the
classroom?
4. How much can you do to motivate students who show low
interest in school work?
5. To what extent can you make your expectations clear about
student behavior?
6. How much can you do to get students to believe they can do
well in school work?
7. How well can you respond to difficult questions from your
students?
8. How well can you establish routines to keep activities running
smoothly?
9. How much can you do to help your students value learning?

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

10. How much can you gauge student comprehension of what you
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
have taught?
11. To what extent can you craft good questions for your students? (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
12. How much can you do to foster student creativity?
13. How much can you do to get children to follow classroom
rules?
14. How much can you do to improve the understanding of a
student who is failing?
15. How much can you do to calm a student who is disruptive or
noisy?
16. How well can you establish a classroom management system
with each group of students?

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

17. How much can you do to adjust your lessons to the proper level (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
for individual students?
18. How much can you use a variety of assessment strategies?

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

19. How well can you keep a few problem students form ruining an
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
entire lesson?
20. To what extent can you provide an alternative explanation or
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
example when students are confused?
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21. How well can you respond to defiant students?
22. How much can you assist families in helping their children do
well in school?
23. How well can you implement alternative strategies in your
classroom?
24. How well can you provide appropriate challenges for very
capable students?

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

Demographic Information
Choose one:
I am a general education teacher _____
I am a special education teacher _____
I am an administrator _____

Years of teaching experience:
0 -2 ____

10-15 ____

3-5 ____

15-20 ____

5-10 ____

20 or more ____

Did you receive training in preservice or graduate education prepare you for inclusive
classroom teaching? Yes____
No ______
What training best prepared you for inclusion? __________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
What training do you need to be better prepared for teaching inclusive classrooms?
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
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Appendix B
Interview Protocol
Thank you for agreeing to participate in the interview phase of this study! With your
participation, it is expected that we will more fully understand the perceptions of
teachers’ self-efficacy regarding inclusion of students with special needs within the
general education classroom. The overall goal of this study is to identify areas to improve
instructional strategies.
Please be very open and candid. To ensure complete confidentiality, please do not
identify any teacher by name or any other information that will be significant only to
them in this study. This meeting will last no more than 1 hour. Do you have any
questions before we begin?

1. What has been your effectiveness experience with special-needs students within a
general education classroom?
2. How has your effectiveness level changed with inclusion?
3. What are the benefits of effective inclusion in the general education classroom?
a. For students with special needs?
b. For students without special needs?
c. For general education teachers?
d. For special education teachers?
e. For the school?
f. For the community?
g. For novice teachers?
h. For veteran teachers?
4. How can the effectiveness of inclusion within the general education classroom be
improved?
5. How are students with special needs receiving the attention they need to succeed in
the inclusive classroom?
6. How are students without special needs getting the attention they need to succeed in
the inclusive classroom?
7. In what ways, if any, do your training or education prepare you to effectively teach
students with special needs and trying to raise classroom academic standards at the
same time?
8. What do you believe are the strengths that general and special education teachers
bring to the general education inclusive classroom?
9. In what way do you believe that school leaders support your needs to provide
effective inclusion?
10. What training or support do you feel all teachers need in order to be successful at
inclusion?

